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FOREWORD

Substantially increased petroleum transfer and refining activities
are anticipated in the northern Puget Sound and Strait of Juan de Fuca areas.
These activities will likely increase the chances of chronic and/or acute
oil inputs into the marine environment. These areas are currently stressed
to only a limited degree by petroleum. The study reported here was undertaken
to identify biologic means by which petroleum constituents may be transferred
from lower to higher trophic level populations and to identify those populations
and pre—predator links that are of critical importance to maintenance of major
biological communities. Interruption of these critical links by loss of
important prey groups could drastically change the composition and/or productivity
of higher trophic level populations. The study was conducted by scientists at
the Fisheries Research Institute, University of Washington and involved primarily
a compilation of existing data.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A principal concern about the long—term effects of oil spills in the
marine environment is the fate and effects of petroleum hydrocarbons
transferred through food web pathways and of the disruption, through toxic
effects, of important food web linkages, causing significant alterations
in the overall community structure of the biota. In 1977 MESA contracted the
University of Washington’s Fisheries Research Institute to document the
structure of the marine food webs of northern Puget Sound and the Strait
àf Juan de Fuca using data from the literature, from unpublished sources,
and from the ongoing MESA studies in the Strait of Juan de Fuca. This
report is intended to synthesize all the information available on the
food organisms, feeding behavior, and trophic (predator—prey) relationships
of marine organisms and to discuss the possible effects of an oil spill on
these ecological relationships.

Long before completion of the Alaska pipeline, it became apparent that
a sizable volume of crude oil from Alaska’s North Slope would eventually
have to reach the high—demand areas of Lhe continental United States,
especially the midwestern region and the northern tier states. At that
time, only Long Beach, California, and Puget Sound, Washington, had deep—
water ports capable of handling the deep—draft supertankers (125,000 DWT)
that would transport Alaskan crude oil. Notification of eventual
diminution of crude oil shipment from Canada to the existing refineries
at Cherry Point in north Puget Sound further intensified political
pressure to establish a western terminus in north Puget Sound.

Political pressure began mounting in 1976 to prevent establishment
of an oil port in northern Puget Sound. Opponents to such a port cited
the navigational hazards of traversing the narrow channels through the
San Juan Islands and the risk of oil spill damage to the region’s natural
resources, and lobbied for location of a facility west of Port Angeles
along the less hazardous Strait of Juan de Fuca. Political pressure
culminated in a Washington state law, the Tug Escort Law, prohibiting
tankers greater than 125,000 DWT from operating in north Puget Sound east
of Port Angeles, and requiring tug escorts of tankers larger than
50,000 DWT. This law was eventually modified by the U.S. Supreme Court
(ARCO vs. Ray) on 6 March 1978. Since then, however, the U.S. Coast
Guard has declared temporary navigation rules prohibiting tankers greater
than 125,000 DWT from entering waters east of Port Angeles. By that
time, the State Legislature had enacted a law prohibiting construction of
an oil port and pipeline terminus east of Port Angeles, which was vetoed
by the governor. The controversy, however, moved to the U.S. Senate where
Washington Senator Warren Magnuson won approval of similarly constructed
amendment (Public Law 95—136) to the Marine Mammal Act which was enacted
on 17 October 1977.

Facing an almost complete lack of economic and environmental
information about the north Puget Sound region, in 1974 Washington State
initiated the north Puget Sound baseline study through the Department of
Ecology which was designed to evaluate the oceanographic, biological, and
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economic resources of the region (Gardner 1978). The State also implemented
studies of potential offshore and inshore oil transshipment systems and
sites by the Washington Oceanographic Institute in 1974 (Ocean. Comm. Wa.
1974, 1975).

Recognizing the lack of knowledge of the biological communities and
oceanographic conditions of the Strait of Juan de Fuca, the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s Marine Ecosystem Analysis (MESA)
Program initiated baseline studies in 1975 which sought to document the
character and dynamics of the biological communities, the oceanographic
conditions, and the existing pollutant levels, as well as to model probable
oil spill trajectories in the eastern region of the strait.

Although subtidal marine environments have been shown to be susceptible
to the effects of petroleum hydrocarbons (North, et al., 1964; Blumer,
et al., 1971; Kolpack, et al., 1971; Sanborn 1977), it is the nearshore
(littoral and shallow sublittoral) and surface water (neritic) habitats
that are the most available to pollutant introductions and effects.
Petroleum pollution has generally had the most dramatic impact on these
environments especially in estuaries (Clark and Finley 1977). Thus, the
MESA biological studies, like the earlier Department of Ecology baseline
studies, focused on the biological communities of the nearshore environ
ment. The results of the first three years’ studies were reported in
Simenstad, et al. (1977), Cross, et al. (1978), Nyblade (1978, 1979),
Webber (1979), and Everitt, et al. (1979).

This report resulted from the need to synthesize existing knowledge
of the structure of food webs in nearshore marine habitats of northern
Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca, in order to identify the
potential transfer processes of petroleum hydrocarbons through the marine
ecosystem of the region. The objectives of this investigation were to:
(1) identify the food web structures of biological communities of neritic,
shallow sublittoral, and littoral habitats; (2) document seasonal, site,
and regional variability in food web structure; (3) identify important
predator-prey linkages that could be disrupted by a pollutant, and the
potential consequences of disruption to the community; (4) identify the
main prey organism groups utilized by economically or ecologically
important predators; and (5) identify food chains having the greatest
potential for transferring pollutants to higher trophic levels.

In addition to nearshore habitats, we focused on sites of existing
or proposed oil terminals——specifically, Cherry Point and Fidalgo Bay
(Marsh Point) in northern Puget Sound, Burrows Bay at the eastern end of
the Strait of Juan de Fuca, and Port Angeles.
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II. CONCLUSIONS

In general, existing information on the structure of food webs in
nearshore marine habitats of north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de
Fuca shows that food web complexity or “connectivity” increases with
decreasing exposure, decreasing sediment particle size, and increasing
deposition of algal and vegetative detritus. Greater food web diversity
implies greater energy flow, although the efficiency of energy transfer
may be less. Under some circumstances, the more diverse the food web,
the less liable the overall community structure is to change dramatically
as a result of removal or alteration of linkages.

Except in neritic food webs, detritivores are the major prey organisms
leading to higher trophic levels in the region’s nearshore ecosystem.
Direct herbivory by suspension feeding and grazing on macroalgae is less
important. The most important detritivores are epibenthic organisms such
as gammarid amphipods, harpacticoid copepods, flabelliferan isopods,
tanaids, mysids, and polychaete annelids, which are the principal prey of
nearshore carnivores, fishes and shorebirds and seabirds. Neritic
phytoplankton—zooplaflktonPlanktivorous fish food webs effect more
rapid, direct transfer of organic matter among trophic levels, whereas
detritus—based food webs are typically more complex and effect slower
transfer among trophic levels. Additionally, heterotrophic processing of
autotrophically produced algal and vegetative carbon is a critical
mechanism limiting the productivity and transfer rates of detritus—based
food webs.

The effects of petroleum hydrocarbons would appear to be more
pronounced and long—term on food webs based on detritus processing than
on food webs based on herbivory. The incorporation of hydrocarbons into
fine, unconsolidated sediments and detritus pools of contained embayments
can result in prolonged recycling of persistent hydrocarbon components
through the detritus—decomposer—detritivore food web, continually providing
contaminated epibenthic prey to the upper trophic levels, including species
utilized by man.

Except for the neritic habitats, the majority of nearshore habitats
in north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca have food web structures
which could be altered for years by the introduction of petroleum hydro
carbons. The contained embayments, eelgrass beds, and saltmarshes of
north Puget Sound, however, have the potential to suffer longer from
perturbations than the more exposed environs of the Strait of Juan de
Fuca. The sand/eelgrass and mud/eelgrass habitats in the eastern Strait
of Juan de Fuca are also sensitive to petroleum effects. Of the four
areas of existing or planned oil terminal sites, March Point near Anacor—
tes may have the greatest sensitivity to ecological disruption by oil
spill because of the diverse communities and complex food webs character
izing the mud/eelgrass habitats which predominate there. Exposed cobble
habitats at the other three sites have less complex food webs, and there
is less chance of incorporation of unweathered oil into the more consolid
ated sediments. In these latter three areas, Cherry Point has the most
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diverse food web, followed by Port Angeles and Burrows Bay. The food web
structure of the Port Angeles vicinity, however, showed the highest
connectivity (average number of linkages per node) of any of the areas,
including Fidalgo Bay.

In almost all instances, food web structures were most diverse——
greatest number of nodes as well as linkages——during spring and summer.
During these seasons diversity of food web was most pronounced in the
üeritic and some of the exposed cobble—gravel habitats where a multitude
of marine organisms at several trophic levels spend their early life
history before settling into benthic habitats or moving into the shallow
sublittoral region. The larvae and juveniles of many economically
important species, such as Pacific salmon, Pacific herring, and Dungeness
crab, are also particularly prominent (and susceptible to toxic pollutants)
during these seasons. Juveniles of many species, especially fishes,
increase the diversity of food web structures characterizing the more
protected habitats in spring and summer, and seabirds and shorebirds are
responsible for maintenance of similarly diverse food webs in fall and
winter. Because of the importance of juvenile recruitment for sustaining
the adult populations and the greater vulnerability and sensitivity of
juvenile forms to toxic petroleum hydrocarbons, food webs in spring and
early summer have the greatest potential for disruption by spilled
petroleum and its incorporation into the nearshore environments of the
region.

A number of taxa or assemblages of organisms were identified as
being critical to upper trophic levels, either because they provide food
resources for important consumer organisms, or because they convert or
transfer organic matter to trophic levels where it is available to higher
level consumers, e.g., detritus processors. The two most obvious groups
were calanoid copepods and gammarid amphipods. Calanoids are the key
herbivores in the neritic food webs and the principal prey of important
consumers such as Pacific herring, Pacific sand lance, and juvenile Pacific
salmon, which in turn are the main secondary consumers utilized by higher
level carnivores in that habitat. In the shallow sublittoral zones of the
nearshore environment, gammarid amphipods head the list of detritivorous
crustaceans which are the main food of nearshore consumers. Their
conversion of detrital carbon into food biomass for nearshore fishes and
shorebirds provides the principal structure for almost all of the near—
shore food webs. Other detritivorous crustaceans such as harpacticoid
copepods, flabelliferan isopods, cumaceans, mysids, and shrimps also
contribute significantly to important upper—level consumers.

As a great number of the nearshore food webs are apparently supported
by detritivores, the sources of detrital carbon are also of ultimate
consequence in sustaining a productive biotic community. Although there
have been no studies to estimate the relative contributions to the total
annual detritus by kelps and other macroalgae, microalgae, eelgrass,
saltmarsh plants, and riverine inputs, it would appear that eelgrass and
kelps are the main sources in north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de
Fuca. Riverine inputs, principally from the Fraser and Skagit rivers,
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may be more significant in the neritic habitats in north Puget Sound.
The physical and biological processes of breaking down and conditioning
these large organic particles into particles small enough to be used by
the small detritivorous crustaceans have not yet been examined. They
appear to be different in different habitats. Exposed habitats such as
rocky and cobble littoral and gravel—cobble shallow sublittoral
habitats may act as giant grinders, physically reducing the kelp plants
to smaller particles. Contained sand/eelgrass and mud/eelgrass embayment
habitats may act as detritus traps, where a pool of eelgrass and other
organic particles decomposes primarily through microbial activity. In
both cases the critical step of conversion to usable biomass involves
microbial colonization and reduction (making more surface area available
for colonization) of detritus particles.

While a number of specific food webs or prey—predator linkages were
identified as prominent or important in the region’s nearshore marine
communities, several stand out because they form the trophic base of
economically important species. The phytoplankton — calanoid copepod
food web in neritic habitats forms the tesource base for juvenilc pink
and chinook salmon and Pacific herring, all of which as adults support
high—value fisheries. Calanoid copepods are also used by secondary
consumers such as fish and crab larvae which are in turn consumed by
juvenile coho salmon. Thus, for the critical period of their juvenile
residence in Puget Sound during migration into the Northeast Pacific
Ocean, three of the five species of Pacific salmon of this region are
dependent upon this short, simple, but substantial neritic food web.

Pacific herring and the other major neritic secondary consumer,
Pacific sand lance, subsequently form the principal food organisms of many
recreationally or commercially important fish species (lingcod, rockfishes)
of the rocky/kelp bed habitats, of resident Puget Sound salmon (“black—
mouth,” chinook), and aesthetically valued carnivores such as orca, Dali
porpoise, and aicid seabirds. In the shallow sublittoral habitats, the
detritus—detritivore, gammarid amphipod, harpacticoid copepod food web
supports juvenile chum salmon and a number of juvenile flatfish (English
sole, rock sole) which are commercially exploited as adults. The impor
tance of the shallow sublittoral habitats, especially eelgrass, as
nurseries and juvenile rearing environments for fish and invertebrates
economically important in the Puget Sound region cannot be overstated.
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III. RECONMENDATIONS

Many lacunae in our data and in our understanding of nearshore
community and food web structure were discovered during this analysis of
the northern Puget Sound and Strait of Juan de Fuca region; some of them
were glaring. For example, it is most unfortunate that there are no
quantitative data on the species composition and food web relationships
of the fish communities of the extensive rocky/kelp bed habitat in this
region. Having no data comparable to those obtained during the DOE
studies in northern Puget Sound severely inhibited our ability to
evaluate the structure of the food webs characterizing the outer strait.
The only available data were from Barkley Sound along the northwest
coast of Vancouver Island and cannot be considered representative of the
outer strait. Many of the fishes composing the communities of this
habitat are important recreational or commercial species (lingcod, rock—
fish, greenling). SCUBA—diver transect studies such as conducted by
Miller, et al. (1977), and Moulton (1977) are definitely needed.

Ihe role of pelagic plankton as Lhe base of the neritic food wcbs io
obvious; the structure and dynamics of nearshore pelagic zooplankton
communities are not obvious. Existing documentation of these communities
in the region, including the MESA studies (Chester, et al., 1977), are
oceanographic examinations of mid—channel, deep—water stations. Comparison
of fish assemblages at such stations with nearshore assemblages suggests
that the nearshore environs, and especially contained embayments, harbor
much higher densities of neritic fishes and decapod larvae. There is an
obvious need to determine the relationship between offshore pelagic
zooplankton and those populations found in the nearshore neritic environ
ment, whether the latter are an advected component of the former or a
unique community characteristic of nearshore habitats.

The lack of data on the prey organisms of marine mammals and seabirds
and shorebirds inhabiting north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca
is apparent from reading Appendices C and D. Considering their important
roles as secondary and tertiary carnivores and their ecological and
recreational importance, quantitative documentation of prey composition
and consumption rates are necessary before the magnitude of their predation
upon lower trophic levels and their dependence on specific food web
linkages can be properly assessed.

The importance of detritus in nearshore food webs is apparent, but
studies of the decomposition process and the interaction between pollutants
and organic detritus particles are completely lacking. We need a much
better understanding of the mechanisms, rates, and rate—limiting factors
regulating the microbial, chemical, and physical processing that make
detritus accessible to detritivores and to incorporation into the food web.
And although it has been established that detritus particles often adsorb
hydrocarbons, the conditions dictating the processing and incorporation
of the hydrocarbons by microflora and the transfer to detritivores are
unknown. This crucial process must be examined before we can hope to
understand the pathway of pollutants through detritus—based food webs.
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The question still remains of whether a more diverse or connected food
web is necessarily more stable——i.e., less prone to be severely altered by
removal of a portion of its nodes and linkages—-than a simpler food web.
Efforts to answer this question have been only theoretical or through
simulation modeling. As yet, no one has experimentally perturbed a
documented food web in the laboratory or in the field by introducing a
toxic substance and following the acute and sublethal effects through time.
similarly, although there have been a few laboratory experiments to
examine the transfer of petroleum hydrocarbons between trophic levels,
there is a need for more detailed, multi—trophic level experiments which
include documentation of sublethal effects on the growth, behavior, and
reproduction of secondary and tertiary consumers.
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IV. MATERIALS AND METHODS

Synthesis of known food web relationships was made with information
gathered through a combination of analytical, laboratory, and field sampling
tasks, including (1) comprehensive quantitative analysis of existing raw
data residing in NOAA/MESA and our own data bases; (2) review of published
and unpublished literature and inclusion of appropriate data in the data
base for analysis; (3) analysis of hitherto unprocessed fish stomach
~pecimens from the north Puget Sound region; (3) further taxonomic and
size analysis of representative prey retained from previous processing of
fish stomach contents; (4) quarterly sampling of nearshore demersal and
neritic fishes along the eastern end of the Strait of Juan de Fuca
(Burrows Bay to west Whidbey Island), for the purpose of collecting stomach
samples representative of that area’s nearshore fish communities; and
(5) interviews with experts knowledgeable in the food habits of the region’s
marine invertebrates and fishes, seabirds and shorebirds, and marine
mammals.

The overal] objective was to formulate conceptual food web models
which (1) documented the major species or taxa involved in carbon flow
through the region’s nearshore ecosystems; (2) illustrated regional,
habitat, and seasonal variations in food web structure and energy flow, and
(3) provided some semiquantitative evaluation of the quality (frequency of
occurrence, etc.) and quantity (proportion of prey biomass transferred) of
the food web linkages between prey and predators. The food web models were
then summarized as to their complexity (i.e., number of species or taxa
nodes; and number of primary, secondary, tertiary, and incidental linkages
between nodes) according to trophic compartments (i.e., detritus processors,
herbivores, planktivores, benthivores, and omnivores) and compared according
to the objectives described at the end of Introduction.

Two steps were required in formulating the food web structures:
(1) Definition of the principal species——from planktonic and macrophytic
algae to marine mammals——composing the region’s biotic communities, and
(2) synthesis of predator—prey data on these organisms.

IV-A. Community Org~anization

Definition of the component species varied according to the diversity
of organisms and the extent of quantitative data on their seasonal abundance
and distribution. Because of the scattered and often meager survey data for
marine birds and mammals, only subjective and often conjectural definitions
of their community composition were possible. On the other hand, the data
base for the region’s marine benthic invertebrates has become voluminous,
and unfortunately has not been subjected to any detailed analyses such as
recurrent group analysis (Fager 1957) or numerical classification (Clifford
and Stephenson 1975; Smith 1976). In these three cases, therefore, all raw
data and relative indices of frequency of occurrence and abundance have
been treated subjectively to provide the community descriptions.

The extensive, uniform data base for nearshore fishes provided by the
DOE studies in north Puget Sound (Miller, et al., 1977) and the NOAA/MESA
investigations in the Strait of Juan de Fuca (Simenstad, et al., 1977;
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Cross, et al., 1978), however, was adequate for such analysis. Distribu
tional analysis of many of these data was already in process by Wingert
(unpubl. Ph.D. Thesis, Univ. Washington), who has applied hierarchical
numerical classification techniques to the beach seine and townet data.
This technique was further applied to the SCUBA transect data gathered in
the rocky/kelp bed habitat by Moulton (1977) as a part of the D~E studies
and to the littoral fish collections provided by the NOAA/MESA program
(Cross, et al., 1978). While this scheme cannot be validly applied to the
~ombined data sets as a whole, it can differentiate species groups or
spatial patterns within the data subsets described by the different
ëollection techniques. Thus, distinct species groups have been identified
within the neritic environment sampled by the townet, shallow sublittoral
habitats sampled by beach seine and SCUBA transect methods, and the littoral
zone as sampled by using fish—specific narcotics.

The classification analysis utilized was of the agglomerative—polythetic
variety,* applied to numerical fish catch data by species. Although the
addition of life history stage designations was desirable, it was felt that
the food habits data could not be meaningfully divided into that may subsets.
Before calculation of inter—entity distances,* the data were scaled using a
square—root transformation. Both normal or site classification and inverse
classification were used, normal analysis for indication of species—site
associations and inverse analysis for interspecific associations. The data
matrix was further standardized using a species mean standardization,

nst

k=t

(where nz = number of non—zero elements in row i) for normal analysis and a
species maximum standardization, Xij/Xmax (where Xmax = largest element in
row i) for inverse analysis. A flexible fusion strategy (adjusted mean of
Dhi and Dhj: Dhk = cLDhi + c~Dhj + ~Dij where c~. = l/2(l—~) and ~ was set at
—0.25) (Lance and Williams 1967) was utilized for the process of clustering
entities and groups of entities together.

Wingert’s classification analyses were performed using the Ecological
Analysis Package (EAP, R.W. Smith, Allan Hancock Foundation) system which
was installed at the University of Southern California’s IBM computer.
The analyses of Moulton’s (1977) SCUBA transect data and the MESA tidepool
fish collections (Cross, et al., 1978) were made utilizing program CLUSTER,
an interactive clustering program developed at Oregon State University and
adapted to the University of Washington’s CDC 6400 computer.

IV—B. Documentation and Quantification of Food Web Linkages

As the quality of data available for different trophic levels is usually
unequal, an analysis of the structure and functional feeding relationships

*See Clifford and Stephenson (1975) and Smith (1976) for explanation
of these approaches to numerical classification.
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linking identifiable communities of organisms was considered more
appropriate than, say, a bioenergetic analysis, even though the ultimate
documentation of food web dynamics requires quantification of the transfer
rates, efficiencies, and partitioning of carbon from primary producers
through tertiary carnivores.

The process of energy acquisition by marine organisms can be
characterized by three quantitative parameters which reflect both the
trophic contribution by the prey organism to the predator and the energy
expended by the predator to capture and consume the prey. These parameters
are (1) the frequency of occurrence of each prey organism or functional prey
group in the predator’s diet, and (2) the percentage of the total number and
(3) the percentage of the total ingested biomass contributed by each prey.
Together they are important indicators of both the trophic (energy gained)
and the behavioral (energy expended) processes which characterize predation.
The simultaneous measurement of these three variables provides most practical
measurement of importance of food web linkages. As is described later in
the section on modeling energy flow in marine ecosystems, all three
variables are necessary to predictably quantify transfer rates between food
web nodes.

It is characteristically uncommon, however, to find quantitative food
habits or predation data in the literature which include all three
variables. Often it is impossible to obtain all three, especially when
it is desirable or necessary to obtain the data by observation or without
killing the predator. Even if it is possible to obtain the stomach contents
intact, the food items may be unidentifiable because of digestion, or
uncountable (e.g., algae consumed by grazers), or of questionable trophic
importance (e.g., rocks, bivalve shells, algae, matchsticks). Any biologist
who has examined the stomach contents of marine predators will attest to the
difficulty of explaining the significance of many food items, and how and
why the predators consume them.

The optimal approach is a bioenergetic one including measurements of
the caloric content of each food group, the assimilation efficiencies
associated with each, and the energy expended to obtain them. Applications
of the bioenergetic approach on the scale of a food web are rare, however.

When all three variables characterizing food web linkages were
available, as in the DOE— and MESA—supported fish stomach analysis, they
were combined into an Index of Relative Importance (I.R.I.) after Pinkas,
et al. (1971), and Cailliet (1977). This index arbitrarily attaches equal
weighting to the three variables and is expressed as the area occupied by
each prey group plotted on a three—axis graph (see following section
describing IRI in detail).

Previous species accounts of marine mammal food habits and feeding
behavior are usually not detailed enough to generate quantitative representa
tions of a species’ trophic link to its prey species. In many cases the
probable prey spectrum required inference from data sources originating
outside the area of interest, such as the outer coasts of Washington and
British Columbia and the Gulf of Alaska, but there is always an implied
error associated with the different prey assemblag~ characterizing these
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regions. In these instances, Puget Sound organisms which are functionally
equivalent to the recorded prey in another region are considered probable
prey organisms.

IV—C. Stomach Analyses

Whole specimens or intact stomach samples of economically important
fishes retained from the west Whidbey Island Burrows Bay collections were
examined according to a systematic, standard procedure (Terry 1977) which
±dentifies the numerical and gravimetric composition of prey organisms, the
stage of digestion of the contents, and the degree of stomach fullness. In
the laboratory, the stomach samples were removed from the preservative (10%
buffered formalin), or from the preserved whole fish, and soaked in cold
water for at least two or three hours before examination. The stomach was
then identified according to information on the label and then processed.
Processing involved taking a total (damp) weight to nearest 0.1 g, and
removing the contents from the stomach and weighing the empty stomach to
obtain the total stomach contents weight by subtraction. Subjective
numerical evaluations of the stomach condition or degree of fullness
scaled from 1 (empty) to 7 (distended)——afld stage of digestion——scaled from
1 (all digested) to 5 (no digestion)——were made at this time. The stomach
contents were then sorted and identified as far as was practicable, and the
sorted organisms were counted and a total (damp) weight of each taxon
obtained to nearest 0.001 g. If a sorted taxon was represented by too many
individuals to count, the number was estimated using a random grid—counting
procedure.

IV—D. Index of Relative Importance (IRI)

When possible, the relative importance of food web linkages has been
represented as the percentage of the total IRI contributing to the total
prey spectrum of a predator. Though this was possible for most of the
nearshore fish data, insufficient data prevented an IRI assessment of the
other biological groups. In these cases, the percentage of total biomass
was considered the most important measure of trophic importance; the
percentage of total prey abundance was considered second in the absence of
biomass data; frequency of occurrence data were considered only in the
absence of the other two measures. If two measures were given they were
both considered.

The three—axis IRI graph (Fig. 1) illustrates frequency of occurrence
(the proportion of stomachs containing a specific prey organism) plotted
sequentially on the horizontal axis. Percentage of total abundance (number
of prey) is plotted above the horizontal axis. Percentage of total weight
of prey is plotted below the horizontal axis. All prey groups, including
those which had to be assigned to a broad taxonomic level (family, order,
class), have been arranged from left to right by decreasing frequency of
occurrence. Prey taxa in differing stages of digestion (e.g., partly
digested shrimp, “Natantia unidentified,” as opposed to family, “Pandalidae,”
or species, “Panda7-us borealis”) were graphed separately.

The IRI value was computed as follows:
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Tablei. Example computation of IRE values and percentages of total IRI
from data illustrated in Fig. 1.

Prey % Freq. of % Numerical % Gravimetric 1 Total
Category occurrence composition composition Prey IRI IRI

1 55.56 65.91 1.22 3729.5 65.76
2 33.33 6.82 10.69 583.7 10.29
3 22.22 6.82 0.04 152.5 2.69
4 11.11 4.55 aO.0l 50.5 0.89
5 11.11 2.27 3.84 67.9 1.20
6 11.11 4.55 0.12 51.8 0.91
7 11.11 2.27 10.89 146.3 2.58
8 11.11 4.55 51.67 624.6 11.01
9 11.11 2.27 21.52 264.4 4.66
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IRI = % Frequency of Numerical + % Gravimetric
occurrence. I composition. composition.

1 I.~ 1 1

and is equivalent to the area encompassed by the bar for each prey
category i composing the IRI diagrams. In order to compare the IRI values
between prey spectra with different sample sizes, the overall importance
of general prey taxa (e.g., all shrimp added together, including “Natantia
unidentified” and those identified to family and species) has been discussed
as a percentage of the summed total IRI values for individual spectra.
Table 1 is an example of the IRI values and percentages of total IRI
generated from the data diagrammed in Fig. 1. The advantage of the IRI
value is that the more representative prey are not dominated by numerically
rare but high biomass prey (e.g., prey8, Fig. 1), by infrequently occurring
but abundant or high biomass (when eaten) taxa, or by numerically abundant
or frequently occurring taxa which contribute little in the way of biomass
(e.g., prey1, Fig. 1).

IV—E. Trophic Diversity

Three quantitative indices of the numerical and biomass composition
of predator diets are used to describe trophic diversity (see Pielou 1975):

(1) Percent dominance index:

% Dominance =

where p.’s are ratios of the number or biomass of prey i to the total prey
abundan~e or biomass.

(2) Shannon—Wiener diversity index:

H’ = i=l (p. ln2 p.)

where p.’s are the same as above.

(3) Evenness index:

e = H/lnS

where H = mean H and S = number of species and lnS = Hmax.

IV-F. Sources of Food Web and Community Data

The amount of quantitative data on nearshore marine community structure
in north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca has been greatly
increased by DOE and NOAA/MESA baseline studies. Quantitative food web data
are generally restricted to fishes, however. Trophic data for the remaining
taxa usually are for other temperate ocean regions or for related species.
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The following sources have provided the data base for the region.

Data existing for
north Puget Sound and

Strait of Juan de Fuca*

Unpublished data and
sources of expertise**

Algae
-(Qualitative)

DOE and MESA baseline studies
(Nyblade 1977,1978; Webber
1977,1979); other Puget
Sound studies

T. Mumford, DNR
C. Nyblade, 13W
R. Thom, 13W

Invertebrates
(Semi—
quantitative)

Fishes
(Quantitative)

DOE and MESA baseline studies
(Nyblade 1977,1978;
Webber 1977,1979)

DOE and MESA baseline studies
(Miller, et al., 1977;
Simenstad, et al., 1977;
Cross, et a!., 1978; Moulton
1977); other Puget Sound
studies (Simenstad and Kinney
1978; Fresh, et al., 1978;
Fresh 1979)

C. Nyblade, UW
B. Webber, WWU

B. Miller, 13W
C. Simenstad, 13W
J. Cross, 13W
S. BorLon, Seattle

Aquarium

Seabirds and
shorebirds
(Semi—
quantitative)

Natl. Wildi. Fed. study
(Manuwal 1977); other studies
(Richardson 1961; Wilson 1977;
Hartwick 1973; Salo 1975)

D. Manuwal, 13W
S. Spiech, 13W
B. Jeffries, Wn. Dept. Game
R. Parker, Wn. Dept. Game
T. Wahl, Bellingham

Marine mammals
(Qualitative)

MESA baseline studies
(Everitt, et al., in
press; Bigg 1969;
Manzer and Cowan 1956;
Pike and MacAskie 1969;
Scheffer and Sperry 1931;
Scheffer and Slipp 1948)

S. Rice, NMFS—MML
C. Fiscus, NNFS—NML
B. Everitt, NMFS—NML
T. Newby, NNFS-MI’I
K. Balcomb, Orca Survey
R. Osborne, Orca Survey
M. Bigg, Dept. Environ. Can.

IV—G. Definitions

The following definitions are of terms and abbreviations used in this
report.

group.
*See pertinent appendices for references associated with each biotic

**DNR Washington Department of Natural Resources
13W = University of Washington
WWIJ Western Washington University
NMFS—~1NL National Marine Fisheries Service, Marine Mammal Laboratory

14



Assemblage: A restricted group of taxa or organisms which are found
together.

Autotrophic: Self—nourishing; denoting those organisms capable of
constructing organic matter from inorganic matter.

Benthivore: Organism which feeds on benthic organisms.

Carnivore: Organism which feeds on other organisms.

Community: The aggregation of organisms, plants and animals, within a
specified area which are interrelated in some manner.

Consumers: Heterotrophic organisms, chiefly animals, which ingest other
organisms or particulate organic matter.

Demersal: Living on or near the bottom.

Deposit feeder: Organism, typir~11y henthic, which is either somewhat
selective or almost completely unselective in feeding; includes
organisms which sweep the surface or use ciliary tracts along
extensile tentacles.

Detritivore: Organism which utilizes detritus and/or its associated
microflora for food.

Detritus: Finely divided sinkable material of organic or inorganic origin
which is suspended in the water.

DOE: Washington State Department of Ecology.

Entrapment carnivore: Organism which, by using tentacles or mucous webs,
entraps other organisms.

Epibenthic: Associated primarily with the surface of the bottom but also
with the water column directly above the bottom.

Facultative feeder: An organism which is not constrained to feeding on
one general type of plant or animal but may feed on organisms from
several trophic levels.

Filter feeder: Carnivore which feeds by engulfing large numbers of prey
organisms as they swim through the water. The filtering apparatus
(such as gill rakers) retains the prey but lets the water pass out
of the mouth.

Food web: The network of organisms, each of which provides food to one
or more organisms in the same or higher trophic level.

Food web linkage: The trophic connection between food web nodes:.

Food web node: Species, taxon, or functional feeding group constituting
a unique prey or predator compartment in a food web.

Habitat: The total of environmental conditions of a specific place that
is occupied by an organism, a population, or a community.
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Herbivore: Organism which feeds on plant material.

Heterotrophic: Dependent on organic matter for food.

IRI: Index of Relative Importance (see Section IV—D).

Littoral zone: The zone between the high and low water marks where fish
collect in tidepools and under rocks at low tide.

MESA: NOAA’s Marine Ecosystem Analysis Program.

Neritic zone: Shallow surface water zone extending from the high—tide
mark to the edge of the continental shelf. Neuston nets, surface
trawls, and townets were assumed to sample neritic organisms.

Obligate feeder: Organism constrained by morphology or behavior to feeding
on one general type of plant or animal.

Omnivore: Organism which feeds on both plant and animal matter.

Pelagic: Inhabiting the water column.

Planktivore: Organism which feeds on suspended microorganisms.

Raptoral carnivore: Organism which pursues and individually captures
its prey.

Sublittoral zone: The benthic zone extending from mean low water (the
seaward limit of the littoral zone) to 200 m, or the edge of the
continental shelf usually defined as being 200 in deep. Beach seines
were assumed to sample the shallow sublittoral, just below the littoral
zone.

Suspension feeder: Typically a benthic organism which processes the water
flowing over the substrate, feeding on diatoms and other microscopic
organisms and suspended detritus.

Trophic level: A group of organisms in a food web that secures food in
the same general manner.

IV—H. Place Names and Locations and Associated Habitats

Locations of DOE and MESA sampling sites, and their representative
habitat types, which are cited in this report are indicated in Fig. 2.
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Habitat Abbreviations

Fig. 2. Locations of DOE and MESA sampling sites from which
nearshore community and food web data were obtained.

(MIE)

R/K - Rocky, kelp bed
C — Cobble
G — Gravel
CL — Cobble littoral
RL — Rocky littoral
S—C — Sand—cobble
S —Sand
S/E — Sand/eelgrass M/E — Mud/S

EAGLE COVE(SI

HARBOR (M/E)

POINT (C)

SOUTH BEACH(CJ

:s)

PILLAR p0:

MORSE BEACH (CL)
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V. Results and Discussion

V—A. Food Web Structure of Northern Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan
de Fuca

Synopses of the principal nearshore communities and the prey spectra
of the prominent species are in Appendix A for algae and invertebrates,
Appendix B for fishes, Appendix C for seabirds and shorebirds, and Appendix
D for marine mammals. The results of the stomach analyses conducted
~pecifically for this report are in Appendix B, and the results of the
nearshore fish sampling along the western shoreline of Whidbey Island and
at Burrows Bay have been presented in Cross, et al. (1978), and Miller,
et al. (in press).

Composite food webs have been constructed for seven representative
nearshore habitats characterizing north Puget Sound and the Strait of
Juan de Fuca——neritic, rocky/kelp bed sublittoral, rocky littoral, cobble
littoral, and shallow sublittoral zones of gravel—cobble, sand—gravel!
eelgrass, and mud/eelgrass habitats. These composite webs are illustrated
as being much more complex than they actually are at any one time because
both energy sources and consumers change seasonally and vary according to
differences in the location’s environmental character (e.g., wave exposure,
sediment sources, freshwater influences). Accordingly, the food webs
were constructed by season and individual location where data on community
structure existed. These structures have been summarized in tables describ
ing the distribution and abundance of food web nodes among functional
trophic groups and the number and relative importance of food web linkages
between trophic levels (Appendix E). The following discussion is based on,
and constrained by, these simple representations of very complex, dynamic
“structures.”

V—A — 1 Neritic Food Webs

Neritic food webs, i.e., those of the surface waters and water column
in the nearshore region, are the only webs based principally on autotrophic
production (Fig. 3) and are the least complex (least number of linkages
per node, 1.76) although the cobble littoral food web exhibits a slightly
less diverse structure (Tables 2 and 3). Phytoplankton (chrysophytes,
diatoms, dinoflagellates, microflagellates) produce organic carbon which
is grazed by pelagic zooplankton, principally through suspension feeding.
These small animals may in turn be utilized by larger zooplankton such as
primary carnivores. Although plankton studies in the Strait of Juan de
Fuca and north Puget Sound have been restricted to offshore waters,
Chester, et al. (1977), suggested that diatoms (Skeletonema costatum,
Thalassiosira sp., Chaetoceros sp.) are the principal components of the
plankton blooms and various microflagellate species form the dominant
non—bloom component of the community. Aniong the herbivores, small
calanoid copepods (Pseudocalanus sp., Acartia ~pgiremis, Microcalanus
sp., Oncaea borealis) and the cyclopoid copepod Dithona similisnumerically
dominate the surface water zooplankton community. Larger calanoids Calanus
plumchrus and C. marshallae migrate into the surface layers from deeper
water at night (Parsons, et al., 1969; Chester, et al., 1977). Larger
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grazers include euphausiids (Euphausia pacifica, Thysanoessa ~~gipes,
T. spinifera), larvaceans (Oikopleura dioica), and larval and juvenile
stages of other crustaceans.

Carnivorous zooplankton includes cnidarian (Hydromedusae, scyphozoans),
ctenophores (Beroe sp., Pleurobranchia sp.), hyperiid amphipods (Parathemisto
pacifica, Hyperoche medusarum), larvae of large benthic crustaceans
(brachyuran crabs), and chaetognaths (Sagitta elegans, S. lyra).

The principal secondary consumers are neritic schooling fishes such
as juvenile Pacific herring, Pacific sand lance, northern anchovy, longf in
smelt, and surf smelt. Some of these species are present in the community
for only a part of their life history, as in the case of herring which
occupy the neritic waters of the region for their first year before entering
the North Pacific Ocean. Some species such as Pacific sand lance are present
in the community from larvae to adults. Other species are even more
transient though ecologically important during their short residency——for
example, juvenile salmonids which occupy neritic waters for two weeks to
six months during their migrations out of Puget Sound and the Strait of
Georgia. Several species, including coho salmon, may spend their whole
life cycle in the region’s inland waters, changing trophic levels several
times.

Almost all the marine birds and mammals occupy positions of tertiary
carnivores. Only the gray whale, which may enter the region during its
oceanic migration, can be considered a secondary consumer by its
utilization of zooplankton (euphausiids and crab larvae). The high
production of calanoid copepods, which are eaten by neritic fishes, is
undoubtedly responsible for maintaining large numbers of tertiary consumers
and their diversity. For example, the various alcid seabirds seem to have
evolved their reproductive period and nesting location in conjunction with
the peak occurrence of larval and juvenile neritic fishes. The Protection
Island colonies appear to be very dependent on the fluxes of neritic fishes
occupying the region and juvenile salmonids migrating through it.

The diversity in nodes and linkages of the various neritic food webs
also reflects the importance of spawning regions of the adult fishes. In
general the regions around Cherry Point, Anacortes, and the San Juan
Islands, which are in proximity to spawning areas of Pacific herring, tended
to exhibit more complex food webs than western Whidbey Island and the Strait
of Juan de Fuca (Appendix Tables E—1, E—2). This also reflects the role
of contained embayments in providing nursery and rearing area for the
larvae of neritic fishes, regardless of whether or not these embayments
were significant spawning areas (Fresh 1979). Thus, north Puget Sound
with its abundant embayments (Birch Bay,. Padilla Bay, Fidalgo Bay, Westcott
Bay, Lopez Sound) tends to have more highly developed neritic food webs
than the eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca, which has only two embayments
<Discovery Bay and Sequim Bay), and the western strait which has no
embayments.

There are several neritic fishes (e.g., surf smelt and longf in smelt)
which utilize sand—gravel beaches for spawning. The abundance of this
habitat along the Strait of Juan de Fuca obviously contributes to the
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neritic food webs of that region more than in north Puget Sound.

Seasonal variations in the neritic food webs are probably the most
pronounced of any of the habitats examined (Appendix Tables E—1, E—2).
This would appear to be the result of the extreme seasonality of the
primary production cycle in the temperate waters at these latitudes.
Accompanying this effect is the reproductive cycle of most of the neritic
fishes, which produce larvae at the time of maximum availability of
appropriate food organisms. Despite the decline [n many lower trophic
level organisms, the overall diversity (number of nodes) of the fall and
winter food webs is maintained by seabirds wintering in the protected
inland waters of the region.

V-A — 2 Rocky Sub litto al Food Webs

Rocky sublittoral habitats of the region and their associated kelp
bed (~çy~, Macrocystis) community showed a mixture of neritic and
sublittoral food webs (Fig. 4) and thus the highest number of food web
nodes of any habitat and the second highest number of linkages (Tables 2,
3). This in part reflects the steep gradient, well flushed character of
this habitat, which makes neritic organisms available for use by kelp bed
carnivores. This is evident in the number of secondary carnivores which
occupy the kelp bed habitat, for protection from predation or some other
non—food—oriented purpose, but which typically feed upon neritic organisms.
Black, quiliback, and yellowtail rockfish, juvenile gadids and rockfish,
Heermann’s gulls, and Brandt’s cormorants prey on food resources character
istic of the neritic communities. A completely different food web is
organized around the production of macrophytic algae and the accumulation
of detritus. These carbon sources are in turn utilized by epibenthic
zooplankton and benthic organisms which are prey for epibenthic— and
benthic—feeding carnivores. Although the bottom habitat is not as capable
of supporting large numbers of infaunal species as the soft—sediment
environments, epibenthic shrimps, crabs, mysids, gammarid amphipods,
isopods, and copepods occupy the microhabitat provided by the kelp
holdfasts and the macroalgae understory. Important shrimp species include
Spirontocaris~ ~g2n~y1irostris, C. franciscorum, and ~
carpus stimpsoni. Crabs include Cancer ~ C.~ g~4a
~acilis, ~ acutifrons, Hyas ~~ ~ng~3~5, P. dalli,
P. hirsutiusculus, Petrolistes eriomerus, Loxorhynchus erispatus, and

y~ele~ sp. Mysids include Holmesiella anomala, Neomysis awatschensis,
and Archaeomysis~ Gammarids include Eusiroides sp., ~y~e
f~~uens, Parap~leustesp~ettensiS, Erichtonius brasiliensis, Photis sp.,
Amphithoe simulans, and A. lacertosa. Isopods include Exosphaeroma
~plicauda, P. media, Gnorimosphaeroma oregonense, and Dynamenella sheareri
(Nyblade 1977, 1978; Leaman 1976).

Secondary carnivores which utilize these epibenthic organisms are all
demersal or bottom—oriented fishes, including kelp greenling, copper
rockfish, cabezon, longf in sculpin, striped seaperch, lingcod, scalyhead
sculpin, red Irish lord, and blackeye goby. Although the data base for the
prey composition of tertiary carnivores, marine mammals, is inadequate,
it appears from existing information that harbor seals prey on smaller
demersal fishes, northern sea lions on the neritic—feeding rockfish, and
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orcas on the large demersal fishes and harbor seals.

Comparison of the rocky/kelp bed communities and food webs in
different regions of north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca is
difficult because of the lack of a uniform data base. While the DOE
baseline studies produced comparable data for three areas in north Puget
Sound (Miller, et al., 1977; Moulton 1977), no such data exist for the
Strait of Juan de Fuca. Only Leaman’s (1976) studies of the kelp bed
communities in Barkley Sound, outer Vancouver Island, contain quantitative
data on species composition, abundance, and food habits, although only one
season was represented. Examination of the food web structures of north
Puget Sound (Appendix Tables E—3, E—4) indicated that there may not be
significant differences between the different regions sampled and that
seasonal variation is comparatively low. Moulton (1977) indicated that
of the dominant species in the community, quillback rockfish, copper
rockfish, and longf in sculpin tended to show strong seasonal fluctuations.
The meager data from the strait indicate some significant differences in
species composition, seasonality, and prey resources. Both Leaman’s (1976)
data and unpublished records from repeated SCUBA dives (J. Cross, FRI, LJW)
in the region suggest that both seaperch and rockfish may be more prevalent
and that several of these species (striped seaperch, canary rockfish, and
black rockfish) show strong seasonality. In addition, Leaman’s stomach
analysis data indicated that caprellid amphipods may provide more important
prey resources for demersal fishes, especially red Irish lord, kelp
greenling, and scalyhead sculpin, than documented for north Puget Sound.
Assuming a predominantly detritivorous feeding mode for caprellids, these
data suggest that detritus production may be higher on the exposed coast,
perhaps because of the extensive Macrocystis kelp beds which occur there.
(Macrocystis extends into the Strait of Juan de Fuca only as far as
Crescent Bay.) Although such differences may be very real, Barkley Sound
is not necessarily representative of the exposed coast and the Strait of
Juan de Fuca, since high temperatures, high salinities, and low tidal mixing
occur in Barkley Sound in summer (T. Mumford, Jr., Wn. Dept. Nat. Res.).
Nonetheless, the importance of Macrocystis as a perennial habitat and
source of detritus should be considered in evaluating the structures of
the rocky/kelp bed community and food web in the Strait of Juan de Fuca.

The importance of the rocky/kelp bed habitat, and the lack of community
or food web data, in the Strait of Juan de Fuca should not be ignored in
the future. This habitat probably forms the largest proportion of shoreline
west of Port Angeles, hence playing a major role in the production of
macroalgae and detritus at the base of the food webs in all habitats of
this region.

V—A— 3 Rocky Littoral Food Webs

The invertebrate fauna of the littoral portion of the rocky/kelp bed
habitat has been extensively studied throughout north Puget Sound (Kozloff
1973). The fish fauna has been only peripherally examined in north Puget
Sound (Friday Harbor Laboratories, class reports), though sampled extensively
in the Strait of Juan de Fuca as part of the MESA studies (Cross, et al.,
1978). The information that does exist for the San Juan Islands (J. Cross,
FRI) suggests that the community composition is similar to that documented
for the strait, although there is unquantified evidence that the rocky
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littoral fish fauna in north Puget Sound is not as diverse or as abundant
as along the Strait of Juan de Fuca. The eastern shoreline of north Puget
Sound has very little rocky littoral. The food webs summarized in Fig. 5,
Tables 2 and 3, and Appendix Tables E—5 and E—6 represent the two regions
combined.

Detritivores and grazers form the basis of the food web leading to
the secondary carnivores in the rocky littoral. Detritivorous gammarid
amphipods are especially important, accounting for over half of the food
web linkages to the secondary trophic level (Fig. 5). Although many of
the amphipods may enter the littoral system with each tidal exchange,
resident populations are probably sustained in the littoral habitats
because of the protection and food supply provided by the extensive
macroalgal community typical of this region (Carefoot 1977). Detritus
production is sustained both by senescence of annual macroalgae and by the
action of herbivores such as chitons, limpets, sea urchins, and snails
which by their grazing release macroalgae from the substrate. The seastar
Pisaster ochraceus plays the “keystone” role in maintaining a diverse
algal community by preferentially feeding on the space—dominating mussel
Mytilus sp. on the outer exposed coast (Paine 1974). Gastropods such as
Thais sp. and the seastars Leptasterias sp. fill that role inside the
Strait of Juan de Fuca. As pointed out by Paine’s exclusion experiments,
removal of a keystone species results in dramatic shifts in community
dominance and diversity. Theoretically, removal of these carnivores would
decrease macroalgae production in the rocky littoral and ultimately reduce
the supply of detritus for this habitat and adjacent ones.

At the base of the food web seasonal fluctuations are quite prominent,
especially those associated with the annual die—off of macroalgae and the
massive recruitment of barnacles and mussels. Very little seasonal
variation is evident among the principal food web relationships at the
higher trophic levels, however (Appendix Tables E—5, E—6). Any variation
can be attributed to the occurrence of less common fishes such as saddle
back sculpin, fluffy sculpin, and sharpnose sculpin, and migratory shore
birds such as surfbird, whimbrel, and black turnstone.

V—A. 4 Cobble Littoral Food Webs

Compared with the rocky littoral, the cobble littoral is generally
less diverse and less complex in its community and food web structure
(Fig. 6; Tables 2,3), especially at the secondary carnivore (fishes) level.
The principal components are typically the same species or functional
groups, but food web nodes and linkages are three—quarters as numerous
as in the cobble littoral. It is important to point out here that although
the food web structure is less diverse or connected, the extensive
beneath—rock habitat, combined with the rock benthic epifauna, may make
this habitat one of the most productive on the basis of standing stock of
the community and the extent of this habitat in the region.

Some striking differences in food web structure, as compared to the
rocky littoral, include the increased importance of idoteid isopods
(Idotea urotoma, Pentidotea montereyensis), the decreased importance of
shorebirds, and the presence of the pigeon guillemot, a diving piscivore.
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Detritus grazers still form the basis of the food web leading to the
secondary carnivores. As in the rocky littoral, seasonal variation is
slight (Appendix Tables E—5, E—6).

V—A— 5 Gravel—Cobble Shallow Sublittoral Food Webs

Perhaps the most widespread and most common habitat in the overall
study area, after the rocky littoral and rocky/kelp bed sublittoral habitats,
is the gravel—cobble beach. Variations in this habitat are due to sediment
~ize and exposure to wave action, which largely restrict the presence of
macroalgae or eelgrass. In general, the food webs in this habitat tend to
be the least diverse (in number of nodes) of all the food webs, but the most
connected (i~ No. of linkages/node = 2.22) of all the exposed habitats
(Fig. 7, Tables 2,3).

Even though this habitat does not typically support extensive
macroalgal communities, detritus is apparently transported and accumulated
in the unconsolidated sediments which act as a physical grinder, breaking
up kelp and algal fragments into smaller particles easily utilized by
detritivores. Detritus—grazing epibenthic crustaceans such as gammarid
amphipods, cumaceans, and harpacticoid copepods, and mixed algae—detritus
grazers such as mysids and flabelliferan and valviferan isopods were the
most important elements of the lower trophic levels which supported the
majority of the secondary consumers. Key species include the amphipods
Ischyrocerus anguipes, Paraphoxus sp., Nelita desdichata, Paramoera mohri,
Pontogeneia ivanovi, Hyale rubra freguens; the cumaceans Cumella sp.; the
mysid Archaeo~ysis grebnitzki; the flabelliferan isopods Gnorimosphaeroma
oregonensis, Exosphaeroma amplicauda, and Dynamenella sheareri; and the
valviferan isopods Idotea wosnesenski, Synidotea sp., and Idotea monterey—
ensis. Gainmarid amphipods supported 7 of the 10 epibenthic planktivores
and accounted for 16 of the 46 linkages to secondary carnivores.

There are a number of variations in food web structure among the ten
gravel—cobble habitat locations examined (Appendix Tables E—7, E—8). In
general, the more protected the location, the more complex the community
and food web structure. Relatively protected locations like Legoe Bay,
Deadman Bay, and south Guemes Island appeared to have the highest number
of food web nodes and linkages. At the other extreme, exposed sites like
Alexander’s Beach, Dungeness Spit, and Kydaka Beach indicated the least
diversity. This is not always the case, however. Relatively exposed
locations such as Cherry Point and South Beach exhibited more diverse food
webs than might be expected. At Cherry Point, large boulders and sparse
kelp beds (Nereocystis) immediately adjacent to the beach probably acted
to diversify the habitat and decrease its exposure to wave action. Similarly,
kelp beds were present offshore of the gravel—cobble beach at West Beach on
the west coast of Whidbey Island. South Beach, on the southwestern shore
of San Juan Island, exposed to the Strait of Juan de Fuca, is a high—energy
beach with no such protection. The relatively high diversity of the
community is therefore difficult to explain in the same manner. Some of
the additional species may be attributed to the expansive sandflat habitat
immediately offshore, but the complex food web documented in summer was
still unexpected.
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One obvious difference in food web structure among the various
gravel—cobble locations was the increased importance of mysids at the
locations along the Strait of Juan de Fuca. These shrimp—like epibenthic
crustaceans (predominantly Archaeomysis sp.) appeared to supplant the
role of gammarid amphipods as prey for many epibenthic carnivores in this
region. It cannot be established, however, whether this is a result of
increased exposure at sites in the western portion of the strait or of the
greater influence of oceanic environment. Cumaceans (Cumella sp.) also
tended to be more important in the strait.

- Seasonal variations are not consistent (Appendix Tables E—7, E—8).
In many locations there is a greater food web diversity evident in summer
and fall, especially at some of the north Puget Sound locations. Locations
in the strait, however, maintain approximately the same number of food web
nodes throughout the year, even though there is usually an increase in the
total number of food web linkages in summer.

V—A— 6 Sand/Eelgrass Food Webs

Sand/eelgrass habitats generally represent more protected versions of
the gravel—cobble habitat. They are shallow, semi—enclosed embayments
which have low— to moderate—energy beaches, allowing sand and mixed fine
gravel to accumulate and stabilize. Only one the sites typified a moderate—
to high—energy location——Eagle Cove on the western shore of San Juan Island.
The principal characteristic is the presence of “beds” of the seagrass
Zostera marina.

The influence of the more stable substrate is illustrated in the
community and food web structure (Fig. 8). Benthic infauna and epibenthic
fauna which inhabit the top layers of the bottom sediments are more
prevalent, as are carnivores which prey on benthic forms. In addition,
the increased abundance of small epibenthic crustaceans (harpacticoid
copepods, cumaceans, tanaids) provides the necessary prey resources for
juvenile demersal fishes which can seek protection from predation among
the eelgrass beds and in the shallow waters.

Eelgrass is responsible in many ways for the complexity of the food
web, which has the second highest average number of linkages per node, even
though the total number of nodes is only average (Tables 2,3). As a
structural habitat, eelgrass increases the substrate available for the
growth of epiphytic algae and associated fauna, reduces wave and current
action, traps sediments and detritus, maintains high dissolved oxygen
concentrations through photosynthetic activity, and by shading at low
tide minimizes fluctuating temperatures that would be induced by direct
sunlight (Kikuchi and Peres 1977). More important, eelgrass and its
associated epiflora provide great quantities of detrital carbon to the
nearshore system through autumn die—back and atrophy of the emergent
growth.

Detritus, which is presumably eelgrass—derived to a great extent,
provides energy directly to detritivores and indirectly to primary
carnivores preying on benthic meiofauna. Important detritivorous
crustaceans include harpacticoid copepods; the gammarid amphipods
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Anisogammarus confervicolus, Pontogeneia sp., Ischyrocerus anguipes,
Paraphoxus sp., Photis brevipes, Aoroides sp., Atylus tridens, and
Podoceropsis inaeguistylus; the tanaid Leptochelia dubia; the leptostracan
Nebalia pugettensis; the cumacean Cumella vulgaris; and pagurid crabs
Pagurus sp. Crustaceans which are able to utilize both detritus and
epiphytic macroalgae include the flabelliferan isopods Gnorimosp’haeroma
oregonense and Exosphaeroma sp., and the valviferan isopod Synidotea
nodulosa. Primary carnivores upon benthic meiofauna include crangonid
shrimp, crabs, tanaids, and polychaete annelids.

- Of the secondary carnivores which exploit the diverse epibenthic and
benthic fauna, juvenile and adult flatfish are one of the most important
groups, including juvenile English sole and sand sole, and adult rock sole.
Other species compose an assemblage which is apparently characteristic of
eelgrass beds, including shiner perch, bay pipefish, penpoint gunnel, and
tube—snout. It is in this habitat, as well as in the mud/eelgrass habitat,
that benthic—feeding shorebirds are prevalent——greater yellowlegs, sander—
ling, least sandpiper, and western sandpiper. As the only true herbivores
upon the eelgrass, Canada geese, Aiiierhan coot, and black brant commonly
inhabit the sand/eelgrass habitats during their seasonal stay in the region.

In general, the sand/eelgrass communities and food webs at the different
locations have the same structure (Appendix Tables E—9, E—1O). Birch Bay
appears to be slightly more diverse in structure than the other three sites,
mainly because of a greater number of benthic carnivores. Pacific sanddab,
whitespotted greenling, and buffalo sculpin were common in this habitat
only at Birch Bay. Other important differences were the absence of
herbivorous waterfowl in the western Strait of Juan de Fuca (where the
eelgrass beds are reduced and sparser than in north Puget Sound and the
eastern strait) and the presence of redtail surfperch only in the western
Strait of Juan de Fuca. There is no definite pattern in the seasonal
variability of the number of food web nodes or linkages.

V—A—7 Mud/Eelgrass Food Webs

Undoubtedly, the most complex and highly connected habitat is the
mud/eelgrass habitat and the saltmarsh environment often associated with
it (Fig. 9). Overall, the highest number of food web nodes and linkages
and the highest average number of food web linkages per node were found
for this habitat (Tables 2, 3). Most of the increase, as compared with
the sand/eelgrass habitat, originates at the carnivore level where there
are twice as many incidental linkages leading to the secondary carnivores.
The principal reason for the increase is the presence of the benthic—feeding
shorebirds (sanderling, longbilled dowitcher, shortbilled dowitcher,
greater yellowlegs). At the tertiary consumer level, the great blue heron
preys on a number of demersal fishes.

The principal species involved in the food web transfer are basically
the same as in the sand/eelgrass habitat. It would appear that, rather
than an increase in species richness, the actual production is higher,
resulting in higher densities of each taxon. If there is any increase in
species or functional groups in the mud/eelgrass habitat it is probably
to be found in small epibenthic zooplankton and meiofauna. Nyblade’s (1977,
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1978) documentation of the littoral and shallow sublittoral benthic
communities shows that although the species richness may be slightly
higher in the lower intertidal levels of the mud/eelgrass habitat, the
densities and biomass of organisms usually are appreciably higher than in
the sand/eelgrass habitat. Neither the DOE nor the MESA sampling design
quantified organisms such as epibenthic zooplankton or meiofaund;
therefore, this difference may be more pronounced than indicated. MESA—
sponsored epibenthic plankton sampling during August 1978 along the strait
(Simenstad and Kinney, in prep.) also substantiates the fact that epibenthic
crustaceans such as harpacticoid copepods less than 1 mm in size are much
denser in the mud/eelgrass habitat at Jamestown and Point Williams than in
the sand/eelgrass habitat at Beckett Point (crustaceans in DOE and MESA
benthos studies sieved down to 1 mm; the epibenthic plankton pumping
filtered to 0.209 mm). Furthermore, densities were almost five times
higher within the eelgrass bed than in the base sediment.

One possible reason for the high benthic diversity and production, in
addition to the sediment particle size and its ability to entrain organic
maLLet, is Llie itiput of organic detritus from the saltmarshcz which usually
occur in the estuarine end of the contained embayments in this region.
This vascular—plant vegetation perennially produces high biomasses of
organic material which tends to accumulate on the mudflat and partly
decompose there, and then is transported into the estuary with the spring
runoff and spring tides. A lag of 14 months between peak carbon uptake by
the saltmarsh vegetation and eventual flushing into the estuary has been
documented for saltmarsh ecosystems on the Atlantic coast (Hopkinson and
Day 1977).

Perhaps because the habitat is protected, there are no distinct
indications of seasonal change in food web structure or diversity.
Differences in food web structure between the three mud/eelgrass locations
are minimal except for the relative unimportance of flabelliferan isopods
at the Strait of Juan de Fuca location (Jamestown — Point Williams) as
compared to their prominance in the food webs in north Puget Sound.

V—B. Prey Assemblages of Major Importance to Upper Trophic Levels

Several functional groups or taxa of organisms stand out as important
energy sources or prey resources for upper trophic levels (Table 4). The
criteria determining importance are that the organisms (1) provide the
majority of the energy sources for consumer organisms at some time,
(2) provide important conversion or transfer of organic matter to trophic
levels where it is available to higher level consumers, or (3) hold
“keystone” roles in structuring the composition of the community and the
directions and rates of food web energy flow.

The simple but extensive transfer of phytoplankton biomass to
planktivorous neritic fishes by calanoid copepods is a prime example.
Calanoids rapidly convert autotrophic carbon into high density plankton
particles which are utilized by dense larval and juvenile neritic fishes,
especially herring and Pacific sand lance. These carnivores are in turn
the principal prey of the alcid seabirds and several marine mammals.
This calanoid chain, unlike the detritus—based chain, is characterized
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Table 4. General listing of species or functional groups which are of
major importance to the upper trophic levels of the nearshore
food webs of northern Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca.
See text for criteria determining importance.

Primary
energy
sources Decomposers Herbivores

Diatoms: Fungi Calanoid copepods:
Bacteria

Chaetoceros sp. Flagellates Acartia iongremis
Skeletonema costatum Caianus marsha7-iae
Thaiassiosira sp. C. piumchrus

E’pi icthidocera amphitrites
Macroalgae: Microcalanus sp.

Oncaea borealis
Nereocystis sp. J2aracalanuo sp.
Laininaria sp. Pseudocalanus sp.

Vascular plants: Cyclopoid copepods:

Zostera marina Qithona similis

Euphausiids:

Euphausia pacifica
Thysanoessa iongipes
T. spinifera

Sea urchins:

Strongylocentrotus sp.

Polychaete annelids:

Platynereis sp.
Lwnbrineris sp.

Molluscs:

Lacuna sp.
Acmaea sp.
Transenelia sp.
Katarina tunicata
Mopalia sp.
Littorina sp.
Mytilus sp.
Balanus sp.
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Table 4, cont’d

Secondary and
Primary tertiary

Detritivores carnivores carnivores

Harpacticoid copepods: Seastars: Fishes:

Amphiascoides cinctus Pisaster sp. Ophiodon elongatus
Dactylopodia sp. Leptasterias sp.
Ectinosomidae
Harpacticus uniremis Fishes:
Hunt emannia jadensis
Tisbe sp. Anrinodytes hexapterus
Zaus sp. Anoplarchuc purpurcecons

Ciupea harengus pallasi
Gammarid amphipods: Cymatogaster aggregata

Gobiesox maeandricus
Amphithoe simulans Hypomesus pretiosus
A. lczcertosa Leptocottus armatus
Aoroides coiwnbiae Oligocottus macul-osus
Atylus tridens Oncorhynchus keta
Anisogarirmarus sp. 0. 7<isutch
Eohaustorius sp. 0. tshcn~ytscha
Erichtonius brasiliensis Parophrys vetulus
Eusiroides sp. Psettichthys melanostictus
Hyale rubra Spirinchus thaleichthys
Ischyrocerus sp.
Callipiella pratti
Melita desdichata Molluscs:
Paramoera mohri
Paraphoxus sp. Octopus dorleini
Parapieustes pugettensis Thais sp.
Photis brevipes
Pontogeneia sp. Polychaete annelids:

Flabelliferan isopods: Dorvillea sp.
Glycera sp.

Dyna~nenelZa sheareri Hemipodus sp.
Exosphaeroma ainplicauda M-i-cropodarke sp.
Gnorimosphaeroma Nephtys sp.

oregonense Ophiodrornus sp.
Phyllodocidae

-Idoteid isopods: Protodorvillea sp.

Idotea wosnesensl<i
I. montereyensis
I. urotoma
Synidotea sp.
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Table 4, cont’d

Detritivores, cont’ d

Mysids:

Acanthomysis sp.
Archaeomysis grebnitzki
Holmesiella anomala
Neomysis mercedis

Cumaceans:

Cwnella sp.

Tanaids:

Leptochelia dubia

Leptostracans:

Nebalia pu~ettensis

Shrimp:

Crangon sp.
Hippolyte sp.
Lebbeus sp.
Spirontocaris sp.
Heptacarpus sp.

Polychaete annelids:

Cap itellidae
Cirratulidae
Paraonidae
Spionidae
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by high turnover rates, high energy demands on the part of the consumers,
and a relatively contracted time scale——in spring and early summer when
the spring phytoplankton blooms develop, the larval fish enter the neritic
envir.onment, and the alcids are scouring the neritic fish communities for
food for their nestlings.

Overall, the most consequential organisms to nearshore food webs were
gammarid amphipods, which dominated the detritivore group in every
environment except the neritic. Although the taxonomic documentation of
this diverse group of crustaceans is very incomplete, we have distinguished
≥ number of genera which appear to be critical participants in the food
web.

Other important detritivorous crustaceans are harpacticoid copepods,
flabelliferan and idoteid isopods, cumaceans, mysids, tanaids, leptostracans,
and shrimps.

Of the carnivores, besides Pacific herring and Pacific sand lance
already mentioned, shiner perch, Pacific staghorn sciilpin, tidepool sculpin,
surf smelt, longf in smelt, salmon (principally juvenile chum, coho, and
chinook), juvenile sand sole, and northern clingfish were identified as
contributing a significant proportion of the primary and secondary food web
linkages to tertiary carnivores. Octopus and lingcod are important predators
on sublittoral fish and invertebrate communities, and themselves are
utilized by marine mammals and man. In the shallow sublittoral habitats,
several seastars, gastropods, and polychaete annelids by preferentially
feeding on certain components of the lower trophic levels determine the
course of competitive interactions, regulate the community structure, and
influence the pathways of trophic energy flow.

V—C. Relative Importance of Autotrophic Versus Heterotrophic Energy Bases
toNearshore Food Webs

The importance of detritus as a carbon source for consumer organisms
is readily apparent from our documentation of the nearshore food webs of
north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Only in the neritic
food webs do autotrophic (phytoplankton) sources provide more numerous and
more important linkages to consumers than detritus, and even in this case
many herbivores are functionally capable of exploiting both phytoplankton
and detritus particles. Even in the neritic food web, the established
paradigm of the dominant role of phytoplankton production is becoming
increasingly challenged in favor of microbial utilization of dissolved
organic matter and non—living organic particles (Pomeroy 1974). Although
much of the macroalgae and vascular plant vegetation in the nearshore
environs are directly grazed by herbivores such as sea urchins, isopods,
and brachyuran crabs, the majority of the first level consumers are
detritivores. Thus, while some autotrophically produced biomass is
directly transferred to higher trophic levels, the majority appears to
reach maturity and detach and decompose in the nearshore region, eventually
providing a pool of suspended and dissolved organic matter available for
heterotrophic conversion to decomposer biomass. The apparent unimportance
of food web transfer by herbivory may be partly due to the control of
herbivores by predators. Much of the reason may also lie in the fact that
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most marine invertebrates cannot digest structural polysaccharides because
they lack adequate digestive enzymes (Kristensen 1971). In the case of
eelgrass, the only significant grazers appear to be sea urchins (uncommon
in the eelgrass beds of this region) and herbivorous waterfowl such as the
black brant (Kikuchi and Peres 1977). Even in the case of benthic
macroalgae, herbivores may cycle more biomass into the detritus -“pool”
by detaching large pieces of algae from the substrate in the act of
grazing the holdfasts.

Just as live macroalgae cannot be used by grazing invertebrates,
subsequent detritus particles also are not directly convertible.
Structural and nutritional decomposition of the particles by microflora
such as marine bacteria appears to be a critical process in conditioning
the detritus before utilization by detritivorous fauna. As has been
recently established, the associated microflora may be the actual food
source of the detritivores (Mann 1972; McRoy 1970; Brown and Sibert 1977;
McIntyre 1969; Seki 1966).

Other rcccnt invostigationo into the trophic structure of food webs
characterizing estuaries and coasts have also pointed to the importance
of the transfer of primary production into detritus and the linkages
between the detrital carbon, the associated microflora, the detritus—
stripping fauna, and the fishes which feed on them (Williams, et al.,
1968; Odum 1970; Qasim and Sankaranrayanan 1972; Shubnikov 1977; Simenstad,
et al., 1977).

Thus, the dynamics and mechanisms of the processes which determine
(1) the transport of detritus sources into the estuarine and nearshore
environment, (2) the physical and chemical conditioning of the detritus,
and (3) the development of microflora on the detritus particles will
dictate how detritus—based food webs can be altered by pollutant effects
or how pollutants may be transferred to higher trophic levels through
detritus particles. In general, these processes are poorly understood
and seldom quantified.
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V—D. Ecological Impact of Introduction of Incorporation of Petroleum
Hydrocarbons Into NearshOre Food Web Structures of North Puget

Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca

-- Petroleum hydrocarbons in the nearshore habitats of north Puget Sound
and the Strait of Juan de Fuca could disrupt both the structure and the
energy flow dynamics of their marine food webs. The resulting ecological
effects would vary according to the quantity and type of petroleum spilled
and the conditions of weathering and biodegradation before and after the
petroleum impacts the habitat. The potential for extensive and long—
lasting alterations to the food web would in turn depend on which nearshore
habitats are impacted and the season in which the incident occurred.

A brief introduction to the documented toxic effects of petroleum
hydrocarbons to temperate marine organisms is in Appendix F. The existing
knowledge of petroleum effects on marine organisms and ecosystems, and
documentation of the observed effects of accidental oil spills, has been
utilized to assemble the following description of the most probable and
serious ecological effects which could be imposed on the nearshore food
webs of the region.

Disruption or alteration of a food web could occur through several
mechanisms: (1) Selective elimination of species or functional groups
which provide important food web linkages to higher trophic levels,
(2) disruption of key processes which control the conversion of non—
utilizable carbon into biomass available for consumption by lower trophic
level organisms, (3) selective elimination or reduction in populations of
“keystone’1 predators (Paine 1969) or “foundation” species (Dayton 1972)
which control or dominate competitive interactions between components of
lower trophic levels, and (4) sublethal effects on metabolic activity,
behavior, growth, and reproduction causing key species to lose their
competitive advantage or reducing their effectiveness as predators or
herbivores. Also to be considered is effects via inter—food web relation
ships, where disruptions in one community may eventually result in
disruption of the food web in another community. This is particularly evident
where a species occurs in one habitat as a juvenile and in another as an
adult. Examination of the region’s food web structures indicates there is
viable potential for alteration through several mechanisms.

One of the most obvious cases is that of the short, simple food web
involving neritic phytoplankton, herbivorous calanoid copepods, and
planktivorous fishes, specifically Pacific herring and Pacific sand lance.
Discussions in Appendix F point out that levels of prey abundance and size
are critical determinants of fish survival during the transition from larval
to juvenile stages. It is also at this stage that these raptoral
planktivores are probably least able to switch to alternative prey organisms
without significant cost in survival. Specifically, the populations of
small surface—dwelling calanoids (Pseudocalanus sp., Microcalanus sp.,
Oithona sp.), which are the group most vulnerable to acute toxic effects
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from spilled petroleum in neritic habitats, provide the high density prey
aggregations which larval Pacific herring, Pacific sand lance, surf smelt,
and longf in smelt depend on. This highly structured predator—prey linkage
may specifically include the early life history (nauplius, copepodite)
stages of these small calanoids, which are most dens~ly aggregated in the
upper surface (0 m to —10 in) and which may form the limited size fractions
(less than 0.500 mm) the larval fish first feed on. High densities of
adult Pseudocalanus sp., Microcalanus sp., and Oithona sp. extend down to
approximately —25 m (Mark Ohman, UW Dept. Ocean.), so it is improbable
that the total population of adults would be severely depleted by the toxic
effects of soluble petroleum components diffusing from the surface. The
extent of depletion would depend on the extent of surface mixing of the
water column. However, we do not know whether the larval fishes, still
relatively planktonic at that stage, are functionally entrained in the top
surfarA layers and vulnerable to toxic hydrocarbons or subject to reduction
in the only food resources available to them. In any case, considering
the potential vulnerability of these larval fishes and their unique prey
resources and the contribution the neritic fishes make to upper trophic
levels, the potential for significant and long—term food web disruption
is extremely high during March through June when the larvae occupy the
region’s surface waters.

The later juvenile stages of these neritic fishes, as well as juvenile
salmonids (coho, chinook, and pink salmon) which continue to occupy neritic
habitats through late fall and early winter, do not appear to be as
vulnerable to the effects of spilled petroleum hydrocarbons. By this stage
their diet, though still selective by prey size, has become more diverse.
In most cases, large calanoid copepods (Calanus sp.) which ascend from
deep water populations constitute the majority of their diet. Thus,
although these preferred prey may be locally depleted, there is still the
diel migration of prey from unaffected populations in deep water to re
supply the surface waters. Only two prey taxa would be severely affected
by surface—oriented pollutants such as oil——drift terrestrial insects,
prominent in the diet of juvenile chinook salmon, and the neustonic
calanoid copepod Epilabidocera amphitrites, which are preferentially con
sumed by all juvenile salmonids during daylight foraging. The capability
of temporarily switching to other appropriate prey——even though they may
not provide optimal energy (caloric) content for the energy required to
capture them——would probably enable these fishes to obtain alternate prey
without adverse effects.

The previous impacts have involved acute toxic effects responsible
for immediate elimination or reduction in predator—prey linkages.
Sublethal effects may also be manifested in the neritic food web and
could contribute to long—term effects through several generations of
prey and predator populations. Through the consumption of petroleum
hydrocarbon—contaminated copepods, neritic fishes could
accumulate enough hydrocarbons or their metabolic by—
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products to affect behavior or reproduction. Thus, recruitment of
ecologically and commercially important species could be adversely
affected through the lifetime of the yearclass* and its progeny. This
transfer of contaminants does not stop at the neritic fishes, of course.
As noted earlier, they support major trophic linkages to alcid seabirds
and marine mammals that could subsequently suffer adverse sublethal
effects similar to those described for the fishes.

In the case of the nearshore littoral and shallow sublittoral food
webs, we envision the potential for one of the most deleterious impacts
from spilled petroleum reaching nearshore habitats. Considering the
obvious importance of detritus to all the region’s nearshore food webs,
any disruption or contamination of the detritus pool, its replenishment
from macroalgae and eelgrass or the physical—biological process of
decomposition and colonization by microorganisms implies extensive, long—
term alLeraLions ot the structure of the food web or its productivity.
While growth of sulfide—generating bacteria may be enhanced by the
adsorption of petroleum by detritus particles, the deleterious sublethal
effects on detritivorous zooplankton and meiofauna (harpacticoid copepods,
gammarid amphipods, cumaceans, shrimps, tanaids, leptostracans, polychaete
annelids, oligochaetes) may more than compensate for any possible benefit
due to increases in microbial activity. Although the populations of the
detritivores may not be directly (acutely) affected as a result of their
stripping of hydrocarbons off the detritus particles, incorporation of
hydrocarbons into their tissues would probably result in some decrease in
reproductive potential. Reduction in the density of epibenthic detritivores
could in turn reduce the importance of the linkages leading to many of the
carnivores which feed upon these numerous epibenthic organisms. During
certain seasons (especially late spring to early summer) the carnivore
compartment includes juvenile stages of many ecologically or commercially
important species (i.e., English sole, chum salmon, staghorn sculpin,
tidepool sculpin) which utilize the shallow sublittoral zone as a nursery
area, partly because the epibenthic organisms form appropriate prey items.

The persistence of this impact will be determined in part by the
availability of the petroleum hydrocarbon to weathering and biodegradation.
This has been shown to be particularly associated with the degree of
unconsolidated sediments characterizing the habitat where the petroleum
has accumulated. The most extreme case documented to date is evidenced
by the prolonged incorporation of hydrocarbons into soft sediments
generally associated with estuaries and marshlands. This has been well
illustrated by the history of the West Falmouth spill of No. 2 fuel oil

*Yearclass denotes those fish of a species which were spawned
during one year and are usually identified through an analysis of the
population’s age structure.
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in 1969. Long—term documentation of the effects has indicated that
petroleum degradation in the soft—bottom saltmarsh habitats occurs slowly,
especially below the surface of the bottom sediment (Blumer and Sass 1972).
Almost seven years after this relatively small spill was stranded in the
area ‘s marshlands there was evidence of aromatic hydrocarbons present in
the marsh sediments at concentrations above background (Teal, et al., 1978).
While the lighter aromatics were responsible for immediate and toxic effects
upon benthic organisms, such as the trophically important fiddler crab Uca
pugnax, long—term reductions in crab density, sex ratio changes, reduced
juvenile recruitment, high overwinter mortalities, hydrocarbon assimilation
into tissues and behavioral abnormalities appear to have resulted from
extended contact to sublethal concentrations entrained within the sediments
(Kreb and Burns 1977). Thus, even though more resistant fauna were able
to recolonize the surface, subsurface sediments still showed oil below
2.5 cm was fresh and presumably toxic after 24 months as the oil at the
surtace was after 10 months.

Thus, detritivorous benthic meiofauna, which either graze the detritus
particles in the interstitial water or filter the water completely, may
thus be continually subjected to hydrocarbons leaching from the lower
sediments (Roesijadi et al. 1978). In addition to the infaunal species,
the many epibenthic organisms residing in the top sediment layer (often
referred to as the flocculent layer), by their periodic migration
into the water column where they are susceptible to predation, act as
transporters of still active hydrocarbons between the sediments and the
water—column biota.

A third result which might be predicted from petroleum hydrocarbon
pollution in the nearshore environs involves the selective mortality
of the ecologically dominant species listed in Section V—C. These species
by their selective predation on competitively dominant species at lower
trophic levels or by their own competitive dominance play deterministic
roles in structuring much of their nearshore community. In the first
instance, elimination of predators such as seastars and gastropods, which
control herbivore and sessile bivalve and barnacle populations, would
probably result in the successive dominance by more efficient occupiers
of space, thus reducing or eliminating macrobenthic algae. This effect
could be profound, not only to the food web structure of those affected
habitats but to any food web which is based on the detritus generated by
the periodic die—off of these macroalgae. Those habitats in which
macroalgae detritus collects and decomposes, even though the pollutant
may not be impacting them, could have their food webs indirectly altered
by the cessation or reduction of detritus input.

- Alternately, in areas where herbivores are dominant such as in rocky
sublittoral habitats occupied by sea urchins, removal or significant
reduction in these herbivore populations would drive the benthic community
more toward one dominated by macroalgae, with a likely decrease in
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diversity of benthic epifauna and a potential increase in detritivorous
zooplankton such as mysids and gammarid amphipods.

When considering the potential for disruption of established food
web structures by introduction of pollutants, questions of the food web’s
“stability” arise, its inherent susceptibility to collapse to a different,
usually less diverse, structure under a perturbation (removal of linkages
or nodes), and whether or not the food web is actually “unstructured,”
i.e., carnivores randomly utilize energy from the mean composition of the
food web above the primary production level (Isaacs 1972, 1973). The
concept that a community is proportionally more stable with increasing
diversity of energy pathways (increasing connectance) has become an
established paradigm (MacArthur 1955; Watt 1964) although more recent
laboratory and mathematical modeling exercises have suggested that randomly
connected systems tend to become less stable as the connectance increases
(Gardner and Ashby 1970; May 1972, 1973). De Angelis (1975), however,
has illustrated a number of plausible cases in which a similar food web
model does show increased stability with increased connectance. While
this argument still smolders among theoretical ecologists, there are
inadequate empirical data, either laboratory or field, which have tested
this hypothesis by perturbing a diverse spectrum of food webs. The most
appropriate example is that of Paine’s (1966) manipulation of rocky shore
communities of Washington’s exposed coast. In absence of such verification,
the existing information suggests that elimination of certain community
dominants and their associated food web linkages can result in dramatic
alteration (decreased diversity and connectance) of the food web structure.
As a result, relatively complex food webs should not necessarily be con
sidered any more stable than less diverse food webs if pollutants can
selectively impact populations of these dominant species or groups.

V—E. Comparison of Food Web Structures at Existing or Potential Oil
Terminal Sites and an Evaluation of their Relative Importance

Four areas in northern Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca
have been considered for location of major oil transshipment facilities:
Cherry Point, March Point (Anacortes), Burrows Bay, and Port Angeles (Morse
Creek). Discussion of the habitats and food webs of these areas will
contribute information useful in evaluating these sites for such facilities.

The neritic food webs at the four areas are fairly similar in structure.
However, food webs of the Anacortes area (Padilla Bay, Fidalgo Bay) tend to
be more diverse in summer and less diverse in fall and winter than food
webs of the other areas (Appendix Table E—1), mainly because of additional
detritivores (valviferan isopods, cumaceans) and juvenile salmon in summer.
Cherry Point had the greatest connectance (X number of linkages per node)
during the spring, Port Angeles had the greatest in summer and fall, and
Anacortes the greatest in winter. In terms of numerical abundance, however,
the Cherry Point area (Cherry Point, Lummi Bay, Birch Bay) consistently
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exhibited the highest density and standing crop of neritic fishes during
the DOE studies (Miller, et al., 1977; Fresh 1979) while the MESA
collections in the Port Angeles vicinity were comparatively lower than in
any other area (Simenstad, et al., 1977; Cross, et al., 1978). The high
catches were principally due to high densities of postlarval Pacific herring
which result from the sizable herring stock spawning adjacent to Cherry
Point (Trumble, et al., 1977), although threespine stickleback and surf
smelt also contributed to the high catches in this area. The Port Angeles
area is also qualitatively different from the other three in several other
ways, i.e., longf in smelt functionally replace surf smelt in the neritic
fish assemblage and the tufted puffin is prominent.

The littoral habitats at Cherry Point, Burrows Bay, and Port Angeles
are generally exposed, gravel—cobble beaches which grade into sand and
sparse eelgrass in the shallow sublittoral zone. Food webs at all
locations are based mainly on detritus and detritivorous crusLaceans.
Overall, Port Angeles shows the highest number of food web nodes in the
spring and summer and Cherry Point appears to have the most diverse food
web in the fall and winter (Appendix Table E—7). In terms of food web
connectance, however, the Port Angeles area appears to have the highest
average number of linkages per food web node during all seasons. The
Cherry Point food web is based on gammarid amphipods which support a
variety of epibenthic carnivorous fishes, while the food webs at Burrows
Bay and Port Angeles are much more broadly based on detritivorous
crustaceans (gammarid amphipods, cumaceans, harpacticoid copepods, pagurid
crabs, hippolytid shrimp), suspension feeders (bivalves), and mixed food
processors (mysids). In Burrows Bay and Port Angeles mysids become more
important than gammarid aniphipods in the diets of several prominent epi—
benthic carnivores that occur in all areas (e.g., Pacific staghorn sculpin,
silverspotted sculpin).

The mud/eelgrass habitat which dominates the shallow sublittoral zone
of March Point (Anacortes) has a much more diversified food web, possessing
half again as many nodes as the food webs of the other areas (Appendix
Table E—ll). The average number of linkages per node is not appreciably
different (Appendix Table E—l2). Much of the increased complexity is due
to the numerous seabirds and shorebirds which occupy the mudflats throughout
the year. The tremendous abundance of waterfowl (black brant, snow goose,
Canada goose) present from fall through spring feeding on eelgrass and
saltmarsh plants, also increase the complexity. Benthic meiofauna and epi—
benthic detritivorous crustaceans and their predators effect the transfer
of detrital carbon to upper trophic levels. Secondary consumers include
one of the most diverse assemblages of nearshore fish of any habitat
sampled during the DOE and MESA studies.

One of the main differences between this food web structure .and the
others is the extensive linkages between eelgrass and herbivorous waterfowl
and the large annual contribution of eelgrass to the total detritus pool.
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As regards vulnerability to ecological disruption from pollution,
March Point shows the greatest sensitivity because of the diverse
communities and productive food webs of its predominantly mud/eelgrass
habitats. The unstructured sediments typical of this habitat would
probably entrain toxic petroleum components for a long time and they would
cbntinue to leach into the epibenthic food web through the detritus—
d~composer linkage. Loss of eelgrass would seriously limit the foraging
of wintering waterfowl and dramatically alter the accumulation of detritus,
the principal energetic source of the area’s food web.

Cherry Point is the second most vulnerable area because of its
extensive neritic food web. No other area in north Puget Sound or the
Strait of Juan de Fuca produces as great a standing stock of post—larval
neritic fishes, especially the commercially important Pacific herring.
These fish are apparently restric~ted to nearshore habitats during the
most sensitive stage of their life history, which means they would be
vulnerable to both acute and sublethal effects of petroleum hydrocarbons.
Overall, the north Puget Sound region is more vulnerable to long—term
adverse effects of petroleum pollution because of the high proportion of
contained embayments and eelgrass and saltmarsh habitats characterizing
the nearshore region.

In the Strait of Juan de Fuca, the Port Angeles area exhibited the
most highly connected food webs, which suggests that it would be less
vulnerable to instability caused by removal of or reduction in food web
linkages. The food web of the immediate area is more complex and
productive than the food web identified at Burrows Bay. Also, increased
exposure and more consolidated sediments than March Point would allow more
weathering and degradation of spilled petroleum. Fewer toxic compounds,
and in smaller amounts, would become incorporated in the sediments. The
habitats adjacent to Port Angeles increase the area’s overall vulnerability,
however. The exposed gravel beach at Dungeness Spit and the mud! eelgrass
and c~altmarsh habitats behind the spit and at Discovery and Sequim bays to
the east, are areas that would potentially suffer long—term effects from
spilled oil, equal to those postulated for March Point. Dungeness Spit
also provided the highest shallow sublittoral catches of juvenile salmon
of the sites along the Strait of Juan de Fuca. These commercially
important species may aggregate along the spit during their outmigration,
which would expose them to any pollutant transported east from Port Angeles.

Burrows Bay characteristically had the least diverse and least
productive food web of the four areas. The high energy of this embayment
would probably cause considerable weathering of spilled petroleum. However,
the MESA nearshore fish collections at Alexander’s Beach also documented
consistently high catches of juvenile chum salmon, suggesting that juvenile
salmon migrating out of Skagit Bay through Deception Pass may aggregate
in the bay.
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V—F. Utilization of Empirical Food Web Data for Modeling Energy
Flow in Marine Ecosystems

Although analysis of the structure of food webs provides measurable
insights into the organization and importance of predator—prey linkages
and inter—trophic—level transfers, only a comprehensive bioenergetic
approach will ultimately produce clues to the dynamics of the system.
Only the bioenergetic approach can generate predictions of the effects
of perturbations on components of trophic levels. Bioenergentic analysis,
however, requires relatively precise estimation of population density and
standing crop levels of component species or functional groups and
quantification of energy flow through predator—prey linkages in order
to determine trophic, ecological, and population efficiency rates between
and within trophic levels. Few natural systems have been empirically
analyzed to this degree.

Although the limited data available for north Puget Sound and Strait
of Juan de Fuca nearshore and neritic food webs do not allow so comprehensive
an analysis, a preliminary analysis was performed on a component food
web identifiable at one site in north Puget Sound——the mud/eelgrass, con
tained embayment habitat of Westcott Bay on San Juan Island. Low exposure,
a relatively closed system, and DOE and other data (Thornburgh 1978) on
top consumers and their prey made feasible the assembling of a simple
energetic model for this site. The bay is used by several species of
secondary consumers as a nursery area and the species assemblage might
be considered typical of other mud/eelgrass sites in Puget Sound.

The results of this exercise (Appendix G), although not the product
of a systematic experiment specifically designed and conducted to answer
such questions, have illustrated significant gaps in our understanding
of food web flow, ecological and assimilation efficiencies, food consump
tion and population integrity. Appearance of a 40—50X error factor between
the annual consumption rate estimated from growth of juvenile English sole
and estimated from their calculated daily consumption indicates that our
basic knowledge of gastric evacuationand assimilation efficiencies is
inadequate to meet the accuracy demanded by a bioenergetic model.
Similarly, the standard techniques for estimating the standing stock of
secondary consumers may also be inappropriate. What the exercise does
show is that energy flow between prominent food web compartments (nodes)
is quite sensitive to feeding behavior, including frequency of feeding on
a specific prey, actual prey biomass consumed, periodicity and intervals
in feeding, gastric evacuation rates, and the bioenergetic cost involved
in the feeding process itself. Some of these functional relationships
can be accurately estimated from well—designed laboratory experiments, but
much will depend upon more precise quantification of the feeding of
fishes and other high—level consumers in the environment.
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APPENDIX B: FISHES

Numerical classification of the nearshore fish collection data from
northern Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca indicated that 64 species
composed the principal components of the region’s nearshore fish comnn,inities
(Table B—l). Sixteen assemblages were distinguished in this analysis,
including two neritic, eleven shallow sublittoral, two littoral, and one
(rocky) sublittoral assemblage. Two species, copper rockfish and tidepool
sculpin. occurred in more than one assemblage.

Identification of functional feeding groups based on the DOE and MESA
food habits data based and pertinent literature, summarized in the following
species accounts section, indicated that facultative epibenthic planktivores
and benthivores, 2~ and 16 species, respectively, predominated (Table B.~l).*
Obligate epibenthic planktivores and facultative pelagic planktivores were
secondary in importance.

In the following species accounts of food habits, unless cited otherwise,
references to data collected in northern Puget Sound resulted from the DOE
baseline studies (Miller, et al., 1977; Moulton, 1977) and in the Strait of
Juan de Fuca, under the auspices of NOAA’s Puget Sound MESA program
(Simenstad et al. 1977; Cross, et al.; 1978).

Species Accounts

Spiny Do~fish

Spiny dogfish examined during DOE studies in northern Puget Sound had a
high percentage (71%) of the stomach contents digested and unidentifiable.
Epibenthic gammarid amphipods and shrimp and benthic gastropods dominated the
diet nuwerically, while Pacific sand lance (Ammodytes hexapterus) contributed
95% of the total consumed (identifiable) biomass. The one spiny dogfish from
the eastern region sampled by WWSG contained four gammarid amphipods, one
polychaete annelid, and one turbellarian.

The most comprehensive compilation of food habits data for spiny dogfish
in northern Puget Sound was that reported by Jones and Geen (1977) for British
Columbia waters, principally the Strait of Georgia. Analysis of almost 15,000
stomachs over 30 years indicated that Pacific herring (Clupea harengus pallasi)
euphausiids, unidentified eggs, and caridean crustaceans were the principal
prey organisms for all life history stages combined (Table B—2).

*
See Methods section in bocy of report for definition of terms describing

feeding types.
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Table B—i. Representative nearshore fish assemblages of northern Puget
Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca and functional feeding
groups of component species. See methods section for assem
blage determinations and definition of feeding groups; F
facultative feeder, 0 obligate feeder.

Functional Feeding Group

Species Component Pelagic Epibenthic Epibenthic Neiobenthic
Zone Assemblage Species Planktivore Planktivore Benthivore Benthivore Omnivore

Ngritic 1 Pacific herring, 0
Clupea harengus
paik2si~’
Threespine stickle— 0
back, Gasterosteus
aculeatus
Pacific sand lance, 0
Amnodytes he~capterus
Pink salmon, Oncor- F
hynchus gorbuscha~
Coho salmon, 0. F
kisutch~
Chinook salmon, 0. F
tshawytscha1’
Tadpole sculpin, 0
Psychro Zutes paradossus

2 Surf smelt, Hypomesus F
pretiosus - V

Longf in smelt, Spirin— F
chus thaZeichthys
Northern anchovy, F?
EngrauZis mordax
Soft sculpin 0?
Gilbertidia sigaZutes

Shallow 3 Rock sole, Lepidopsetta F
Sublittoral bilineata

C-O sole, Pieuronichthys F
coenosus
English sole, Parophrys F
vetulus~
Shiner perch, Cymatogaster F
aggregata
Pile perch, RhacochiZus F
Vacca
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Table B—i (continued)

Functional Feeding Group

Species Component Pelagic Epibenthic Epibenthic Neiobenthic
Zone Assemblage Species Planktivorè Planktivore Benthivore Benthivore Omnivore

4 Pacific tomcod, F
Micragadus proximus ~“
Sturgeon poacher, F
Agonus acipenserinus
Roughback sculpin, F
Chitonotis pugetensis

5 Speckled sanddab, F
Cithariehthys
sti~maeus
Pacific ganddab, F
C. sordidus

6 Staghorn sculpin, F
Leptocottus arnatus
Starry flounder, F
Platichthys staliatus
Snake prickleback, F
Lwnpenus sagitta
Tidepool sculpin, F
Oii~vcottus rnacuiosus

7 Sand sole, Psettioh— F
thys meianostictus”
Redtail surfperch, 0
Ainphisticus frenatus

8 Chum salmon, Oncor- 0
hynchus keta”

9 Penpoint gunnel, F
Apodiahthys fiatidus
Cresent gunnel, F
Phojis iaeta
Silverspotted sculpin, F
Biepsias cirrhosus
Whitespotted greenling, F
HexagraJnmos steileri
Tubenose poacher, 0
Palkzsina barbata
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Table B—l (continued).

Functional Feeding Group

Species Component Pelagic Epibenthic Epibenthic !4eiobeathic
- Zone Assemblage Species Planktivore Planktivoré Benthivore Benthivore Omnivore

10 Padded sculpin, F
Artedius fenestraZis
Buffalo sculpin, F
Enophrys bison
Great sculpin, F
Myoa~ocepha lus
polyacanthocephaius
Sharpnose sculpin, F
C1~in~ôttw~ acuti.ceps

21 Tube—snout, Auior- F
hynchus fiavidus
Bay pipefish, Syngn— 0
athus griseoiineatus
Cabezon, Scorpaen- 0
ichthys marmoratus ~

12 Copper rockfish, F
Sebastes caurinus’~
Smoothhead sculpin, 0
Artedins Zateralis
Manacled sculpin, 0?
Synchirus giiii

13 Walleye pollock~. F
Theragra chaicogranrna:
Spiny lumpsucker, 0
Ewnicrotremus orbis

v Spiny dogfish, F
Squalus acanthias
Ratfish, Hydrolagus F
col~iiei

Littoral 14 High cockscomb, F
Anopiarchus purpurencens
Northern clingfish, F
Gobiesox maeandricus
Rosylip sculpin, F
Asceiichthys rhodorus
Ringtail snailfish, F?
Liparis rutteri
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Table B-i (continued).

Functional Feeding Group

Species Component Pelagic Epibenthic Epibenthic Meiobenthic
Zone Assemblage Species Planktivore Planktivore Benthivore Benthivore Omnivore

15 Black prickleback, F
liphister atropurpureus
Tidepool sculpin, F
Oiigocottus imncu locus
Mosshead sculpin, F
Clinocottus gtobiceps
Saddleback sculpin, 0
Oliaoccttus rimensis
Fluffy sculpin, F
Oligocottus snyderi
Rock prickleback, F?
Xiphister mucosus
Calico sculpin, F
Clinocottuc embrywn
Tidepool snailfish F
Lipari~s fiorae

Rocky! 16 Yellowtail rocklish, F
Kelp Sebastes flavidus
Bed Black rockfish, F

S. melanops
Copper rockfish, F
S. caurinus
Puget Sound rockfish, F
S. emphaeus
Kelp greenling, F
Hecxzgramnds decagrammus
Lingcod, Ophio&n 0
elongatus
Longf in sculpin, F
Jordania zonope
Striped seaperch, F
Embiotoca lateralis

Total (wfo duplication) 8 P13 0 26 P110 0 16 P12 0 1 F 1 F

*predomjnantly juveniles.
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Ratfi sh

A nocturnal predator in the nearshore demersal fish assemblage in
exposed gravel—cobble habitats in the San Juan Islands, the ratfish illustrated
one of the most diverse diets examined. Eight ratfish fed on an array of
brachyuran crabs (Cancer magister, C. oregonensis, Pugettia gracilis, and
Telmessus cheiragonus), valviferan (Synidotea sp.) and flabelliferan isopod~
gàmmarid amphipods (Paraphoxus spinosa, Esiroides sp., Pontogeneia sp., Photis
ca-lifornica, Photis sp., Lyssiansidae sp., Aorides sp.), gastropods, other
diverse peracaridan crustaceans (Hippolyte clarki, Heptacarpus stimpsoni,
Parapaguridae, and Paguristes sp.), hyperiid amphipods, oniscoiden isopods,
polychaetes, bivalves, fish, tanaidaceans, and amphineurans. Composition of
the prey by weight was dominated by unidentifiable fishes (54%) and brachyuran
crabs (13%).

Pacific Herring

Juvenile Pacific herring constitute the predominant species in North
Puget Sound’s neritic fish assemblage (Fresh 1979). The specimens examined
indicated a low mean fullness factor, high stages of digestion, and the fifth
highest percentage of empty stomachs; this was perhaps due to high digestive
and gastric evacuation rates and because these fish, which may be predominantly
aiurrial—f~eeding :1ish, ~wereEgenei~álly col’Imcted ~at night.

Calanoid copepods dominated the overall diet composition by frequency of
occurrence, percentage abundance, and percentage biomass in fish collected in
northern Puget Sound (Fig. B—l). Harpacticoid and cyclopoid copepods,
hyperiid amphipods, barnacle nauplius and cypris stages, and crab zoea were
less important while camaceans, gamniarid amphipods, and mysids contributed
significant percentages of the total biomass of prey organisms. In addition
to the prey indicated in Fig. B—i, crab megalops, euphausiids, crustacean eggs,
fish larvae, and diverse crustacean larvae contributed to the total diet.

Juvenile Pacific herring were also captured during beach seine collections
along the eastern shoreline, primarily along the northeast and south sides of
Guemes Island, and at the Cherry Point and Birch Bay sites. These fish fed
principally on shallow sublittoral epibenthic organisms such as harpacticoid
copepods which composed 82 percent of the total IRI; shrimp larvae and other
pelagic organisms, accounted for only 13.5 percent (Fig. B—2). Other epibenthic
organisms——gammarid amphipods, oniscoidean and valviferan isopods, shrimp and
bivalves——made only incidental contributions to the total IRI.

The diet composition from several sites and sampling periods indicated
major differences in food habits between habitats and seasons. A series of
samples obtained from three of the northeastern Puget Sound sites——Birch Bay..
Cherry Point, and Padilla Bay——indicated that different planktonic organisms
were the principal dietary components at the different sites, i.e., calanoid
copepods in Padilla Bay, mysids in Birch Bay, and barnacle (cypris) nauplii
at Cherry Point.
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Pacific herring were also the most coimuonly encountered neritic fish
throughout the Strait of Juan de Fuca occurring at all townet sites as post—
larvae and juveniles through midwinter. Although fish larvae (primarily
Pacific herring and Pacific sand lance) accounted for over 80% of the prey
biomass, calanoid copepods were the most common prey both in occurrence and
numerical composition and thus formed over 96% of the total IRI (Fig. B—3).

- Extensive data on prey composition of larval and post—larval-Pacific
herring caught in the Strait of Georgia’s surface waters (Barraclough l967a,
b ~& c; Barraclough & Fulton 1967, 1968; Robinson et al. 1968 a & b;
Barraclough et al. 1968; Robinson 1969) indicated that Calanus plumchrus
was the predominant calanoid copepod consumed; Pseudocalanus minutus,
Acartia sp., the euphausiid, Thysanoessa longipes, and the hyperiid amphipod,
Parathemisto pacifica were less important zooplankters and larval fish
(Thaleichthys pacificus, Leuroglossus stilbius, Merluccius p~oductus) appeared
often in the diet but seldom in abundance. Pacific herring from the nearshore
environs of the east and south coasts of Kodiak Island also have been shown to
almost exclusively (~99% by numbers and biomass) feed upon calanoid copepods
(Harris and Hartt 1977).

Northern Anchovy

Northern anchovies were commonly captured in spring and early summer in
the northeastern study areas (Padilla Bay, Birch Bay, and Cherry Point) during
the DOE baseline studies). As with herring, the state of the anchovy stomach
samples indicated a high rate of digestion with a significant proportion of
unidentifiable material in the total stomach contents sample (65.4 percent)

The identifiable organisms (Fig. B—4) indicated rather unselective
planktonic food habits. Fish (juvenile rockfish) and fish larvae (Clupeidae),
harpacticoid and calanoid copepods, crab and barnacle larvae, and insects, in
descending order, composed the prey organisms with the highest IRI values.

Pink Salmon (Juveniles)

Pink salmon spawn cyclically in odd years in this region. Thus, the
juveniles are present in abundance only during even—numbered years. Juvenile
pink salmon were present in the largest numbers in the neritic waters of
northern Puget Sound from June—August and were most evident in the sand/eel—
grass habitats. In this region they preyed on a diverse assortment of epi—
benthic and neritic plankton, with calanoid copepods providing the highest
percentage of the total IRI, and harpacticoid copepods, gammarid amphipods,
barnacle larvae, and cumaceans contributing lower, but fairly equal
proportions (Fig. B—5).

Larvaceans and calanoid copepods were the only important preh organisms
composing the overall prey spectrum of juvenile pink salmon àaught in the
Strait of Juan de Fuca (Fig. B—6).

Amphipods (Orchomenella sp., Calliopius sp., Parathemisto pacifica),
calanoid copepods (Calanus pacificus, Eucalanus bt~pg~ bungi, Acartia sp.,
Pseudocalanus minutus), 1arvace~ns and a diverse array of insects (principally
families of Diptera) composea the majority of the prey consumed by juvenile
pink salmon collected in the Strait of Georgia (Barraclough 1967a, b & c;
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Fig. B—5. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile pink salmon in neritic waters of
northern Puget Sound.
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IRI prey spectrum of juvenile pink salmon in neritic waters of
the Strait of Juan de Fuca.

Fig. B—6.
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Barraclough & Fulton 1967; Robinson et al. 1968 a & b; Barraclough and Fulton
1968; Barraclough et al. 1968; Robinson 1969).

Harpacticoid copepods dominated the prey spectra of juvenile pink salmon
captured in nearshore habitats at Kodiak Island while calanoid copepods,
barnacle larvae, crustacean nauplii, harpacticoid copepods and fish eggs were
prevalent in the diet of those fish captured in pelagic habitats (Harris and
Hartt 1977).

Chum Salmon (Juveniles)

Juvenile chum salmon occurred throughout the north Puget Sound DOE study
area from May—August, principally in the neritic fish assemblages where they
were most common in collections from Lummi Bay, Burrows Island, and South
Beach.

Chum juveniles had a less diverse overall prey spectrum than the pink
juveniles. Calanoid copepods completely dominated the total IRI (80 percent),
with hyperiid amphipods being second in importance (12 percent). Harpacticoid
copepods, gammarid amphipods, cumaceans, and euphausiids were other less
important prey items. This prey spectrum indicates that juvenile chums had a
more pelagic feeding behavior than juvenile pinks, although epibenthic
organisms also were important prey in the chum diet, especially when they
frequented shallow sublittoral habitats (this occurred generally when the
juvenile are < 55 mm in length). Thus, when the combined prey compositions
of juvenile chum salmon caught in beach seine collections (Fig. B—7) were
compared with those collected by townet (Fig. B—8), it was apparent that the
(earlier, smaller) chums frequenting the shallow sublittoral environment fed
predominantly upon epibenthic organisms——harpacticoid copepods, gammarid
amphipods, and oniscoidean isopods——while neritic (later, larger) chums
utilized pelagic organisins——calanoid copepods and hyperiid ainphipods.

Juvenile chum salmon were captured in high numbers during spring beach
seine collections along the Strait of Juan de Fuca, especially at Kydaka
Beach, Beckett Point, and Alexander’s Beach, and also were in townet
collections at Beckett Point. Main prey of chum fry included epibenthic
organisms (harpacticoid copepods and gammarid amphipods) and pelagic organisms
(calanoid copepods and fish larvae) (Fig. B—9).

This transition in feeding behavior from epibenthic to neritic organisms
appears to be representative of most regions of Puget Sound, including Hood
Canal (Feller and Kaczynski 1975; Simenstad and Kinney 1978), Nisqually Reach
(Feller and Kaczynski 1975; Fresh, et al., 1978), east central Puget Sound
(Feller 1977), and in the Strait of Georgia (Healy, et al., 1976). Detailed
analysis of prey consumed in neritic waters (Barraclough l967a,b,c; Barra—
dough and Fulton 1967, l968~ Robinson, et al., 1968a,b; Barraclough, et al.,
1968; Robinson 1969; Simenstad and Kinney, unpubi. data) suggests that juvenile
chums predominantly utilize large calanoids (e.g., Calanus pacificus, C.
plumchrus), which are the principal components of diel—inigrating deep—water
community, rather than the smaller but more abundant calanoids (i.e., Pseudo—
calanus minutus), which characterize the plankton community in the region’s
surface waters.
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIAGRAM

FROM FILE IDENT. N PGSD. STATION RLSTA

PREDATOR 8755010202 — ONCORHYNCHUS KETA
(CHUM SALMON I ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE = 35
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Fig. B—7. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile chum salmon in shallow sublittoral
waters of northern Puget Sound.
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIAGRAM
FROM FILE IDENT. 76—78. STATION ALSTA

8755010202 — ONCORHYNCHUS KETA
CHUM SALMON
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Fig. B—9. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile chum salmon from Strait of Juan de
Fuca.
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Juvenile chum salmon from nearshore habitats of Kodiak Island had fed
principally upon harpacticoid copepods although fish larvae, gammarid
amphipods, and mysids comprised much of the prey spectrum in terms of biomass
(Harris and Hartt 1977).

Coho Salmon (Juveniles)

During the DOE Baseline Studies juvenile coho salmon were found throughout
the neritic waters of north Puget Sound from April to October. Townet
collections at Birch Bay, Eagle Cove, Shannon Point, Cherry Point, and Padilla
Bay typically produced the highest catches. The overall prey IRI spectrum
(Fig. B—b) showed that juvenile coho in that region fed upon both epibenthic
and pelagic organisms, but apparently equally so on those which were available
within a certain size range. The pelagic organisms included drift insects
(the most commonly taken item), crab zoea and megabops, hyperiid amphipods,
and fish. Epibenthic prey included only crustaceans——gaimnarid amphipods,
shrimp (Crangonidae), flabelliferan isopods, and ostracods.

In terms of the total IRI, the highest contributors were fish larvae
(23 percent), insects (22 percent) peracaridian crustaceans (15 percent),
oniscoidean isopods (14 percent), gainmarid amphipods (9 percent), and crab
larvae (7 percent). Identifiable amphipods included Eusiroides sp. (the most
common), Atylus sp., Allorchestes sp., Eohaustorius sp., Calliopius laeviusculus,
Talitroidea sp., Paraphoxus (Trichophoxus) spp., Pontogeneia spp., and
unidentified Hyperiidae species. The mysid was Homsiella anomala, the isopods
were predominantly Gnorimosphaeroma oregonense, and the calanoid copepod was
Epilabidocera amphitrites. The identifiable fish were all larval or juvenile
herring.

Although never in high numbers, coho salmon juveniles were frequently
encountered in spring and summer beach seine collections at almost all sites
along the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Gammarid amphipods (over 90% of the total
IRI) and fish larvae (including Pacific herring and Pacific sand lance) were
the most important prey; cumaceans, polychaetes, sphaeromatic isopods
(Gnorimosphaeroma oregonensis), insects, and mysids were of secondary
importance (Fig. B—il). The relative importance of epibenthic crustaceans such
as gammarid amphipods, cumaceans, harpacticoid copepods and sphaeromatid isopods,
of neritic zooplankton such as crab larvae, hyperiid amphipods and euphausiids,
and of fish larvae is sustained in other areas of Puget Sound. Brachyurafl
crab larvae and euphausiids predominated in the prey spectrum for juvenile
coho in Hood Canal (Simenstad & Kinney 1978); those collected over the 1978
outmigration period (late March — mid—June) in Nisqually Reach showed a
transition in predominant prey from gammarid amphipods, mysids and harpacticoid
copepods early in that period toward euphausiids and crustacean larvae in May
and June (Fresh et al. 1979). Although not exceedingly common in the Pacific
Biological Station’s 1966—68 neritic collections in the Strait of Georgia,
juvenile coho preyed exclusively upon large zooplankters (3.5—10 mm),
principally the calanoid copepod Calanus plumchrus, the hyperiid amphipod,
Parathemisto pacifica, and euphausiids (Euphausia pacific, Thysano~~
raschii and T. spinifera). Fish larvae, including Pacific herring, eulachon
(Thaleichthys pacificus), and Pacific sand lance, became prevalent prey after
June (Barracbough 1967 a—c; Barracbough & Fulton 1967 and 1968; Robinson et
al. 1968 a & b; Barraclough et al. 1968; Robinson 1969).
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIAGRAM

FROM FILE IDENT. N PGSD. STATION RLSTA

PREDATOR 8755010203 — ONCORI-tYNCHUS KISUTCH
(COHO SALMON I ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE = 140
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Fig. B—lO. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile coho salmon in northern Puget Sound.
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INDEX OF RELPTIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIAGRAM
FROM FILE IDENT. 76—78. STATION ALSTA

8755010203 — ONCORHYNCHUS KISUTCH
COHO SALMON
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Fig. B—li. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile coho salmon in the Strait of Juan
de Fuca.
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Sockeye Salmon (Juveniles)

Except for a sizable catch at Birch Bay in May 1976, juvenile sockeye
were infrequently encountered during the DOE Baseline Studies in the neritic
waters of north Puget Sound, usually only in the northeastern study sites
during May through September.

Juvenile sockeye salmon were dependent upon euphausiids, shrimp and fish
larvae, and general (unidentifiable) eucaridan crustaceans (typically epi—
benthic organisms), and to a lesser degree upon pelagic and surface prey
items such as calanoid copepods, barnacle nauplii, and hyperiid amphipods
(Fig. B—12).

No juvenile sockeye were collected during the MESA collections in the
Strait of Juan de Fuca (Cross et al. 1978).

I

Juvenile sockeye salmon captured in the neritic waters of the Strait
of Georgia (Barraclough 1967 a—c; Barraclough & Fulton 1967 and 1968;
Robinson et al. 1967 a & b; Barraclough & Fulton 1967 and 1968; Robinson
et al. 1967 a & b,; Barraclough et al. 1968; Robinson 1969) had
characteristically consumed either drift insects (especially after June),
including many dipterans and hymenopterans, or pelagic zooplankters,
including calanoid copepods (Calanus plumchrus, Paracalanus parvus,
Pseudocalanus minutus, Eucalanus bungi bungi), euphausiids (Thysanoe~sa
raschii), hyperiid amphipds (Parathemisto pacifica), chaetognaths (Sagitta
elegans) and larvaens.

Chinook Salmon (Juveniles)

Juvenile chinook salmon were ranked among the 10 most common neritic
fishes in north Puget Sound and were the most common juvenile salmonid in the
region’s neritic waters (Fresh 1979). All the stomach samples originated
from the eastern study sites from May through September with the largest
samples from Padilla Bay, Birch Bay, and Burrows Island in July and August.

The generalized prey spectrum from the DOE collections indicated both
epibenthic and pelagic feeding beahvior with an emphasis on the latter
(Fig. B—l3). Overall, the most important prey taxa were crab megalops,
insects, juvenile and larval fish (Pacific herring surf smelt, Hypomesus
pretiosus) and gammarid amphipods.

Juvenile chinook salmon were caught in beach seine collections in
southern North Sound (Guemes Island sites, Padilla and Fidalgo bays) during
July and August. Their diet was almost entirely taken up by crab larvae
(megalops) which constituted 89 percent of the total IRI for that species.
Insects, gammarid amphipods, and polychaetes formed the majority of the
remaining incidental prey organisms.

In the Strait of Juan de Fuca collections chinook salmon juveniles
and a few maturing residents were common to both beach seine and townet
collections from May and August, especially at Morse Creek and Beckett Point.
Dipteran insects, shrimp larvae, and gammarid ainphipods predominated in the
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIAGRAM
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DEC OOA~R4CH~U~~ - 29.00 ~[.S9~.2i 139.2 3.10
FiPHAUcIACLA 25.00 91.71 26.46 ?158.5 48.60
PLFOCV AT C62 Er —?6.00 31.79 l7~37 1277.1 28.40

23.00 1.31 3.9k 120.1 2.70
flSTETCHTHYE~ ?1.00~~~ 4.40 108.? 2.40 -—

AUPH!PO~A~Y9FPIIDFA 15.00 1.73 3.08 72.7 1.60
CALANOTDA - 13.00 .9~ I.32 - .70
EIICAPIOA 13.00 1.60 25.63 354.0 7.90

-siCHTHYEc~ - I1.00 .16 7.8° 58.6 2.80
COPF~’flOA 10.00 3.96 5.29 92.5 2.10
CITPFDTr ~.nO2.77 .08~ 22•q .S0~
TP~ECTA 8.00 .16 .19 2.5 .10
PLEflCYEMATCA0Ifl~ 3.00 1.14 .97 5.1 .10 - —

EY1A~A ~T1HFPEfl~ 0CCu~. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND (~AVP’~ETRIC
C~’~PflCITIfl~ P0TH LEc~ THAN 1 APE EXCLUDED FPOM THE TABLE ANn PLOT

—(P’IT NOT FPfl~ CALCULATTOH OF DIVEOSITY INDICES) -

OFQCENT DOMTNMICE INDEX - .37 .18 .33
SHA~NO~IN~ CIVEQSITY 1.°4 2.81 ?.17

— EVENNESS 1NflF~ .52 .76 .59

Fig. B—12. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile sockeye salmon in the n-eritic
waters of northern Puget Sound.
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Fig. B—l3. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile chinook salmon in northern
Puget Sound.
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most diverse prey spectrum of all the juvenile salmonids (Fig. B—14).
Osstracods, post—larval fishes (including Pacific sand lance and rockfish,
Scorpaenidae), polychaetes (including Syllidae), mysids, and calanoid copepods
were of secondary importance.

Juvenile chinook from Hood Canal and southern Puget Sound had remarkably
similar prey spectra (Simenstad and Kinney 1978; Fresh et al. 1979) to those
from northern Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca; insects
(principally dipterans), crab and shrimp larvae, shrimp (principally crangonids),
and fish larvae also formed the most prevalent prey organisms in these regions.

Surf Smelt

Surf smelt were similar to Pacific herring in their distribution through
northern Puget Sound. Eastern townet sites, especially Birch Bay and
Padilla Bay, sampled dJring the DOE studies produced large samples. The
total samplewas approximately two—thirds juveniles and one—third adults.

The prey spectrum from this region (Fig. B—l5) include both pelagic and
epibenthic organisms as important prey. According to the total IRI, epibenthic
flabelliferan isopods were the most important prey organisms followed by
cumaceans, larvaceans, and calanoid copepods. One specimen of Lophopanopeus
bellus was also found in a stomach but was not included in the IRI graph
because it did not represent a significant portion of the stomach contents.

Surf smelt were also caught in the shallow sublittoral zone all along
the eastern shoreline of northern Puget Sound during beach seine collections;
the highest catches obtained for stomach samples were from Cherry Point in
December. Of the diverse prey organisms consumed, 26.7 percent of the total
IRI were larvaceans; 27.0 percent, caprellids; 9.9 percent, gainmarid amphipods;
11.8 percent, calanoid copepods; 7.7 percent, penaeid shrimp; 5.0 percent,
harpacticoid copepods (Fig. B—16). Thus, close to 60 percent of the prey
from these collections were epibenthic organisms.

All life history stages of surf smelt were commonly caught throughout
the Strait of Juan de Fuca during the MESA studies, but catches were highest
at Twin Rivers, Morse Creek, Alexander’s Beach, and West Beach.

Although not among the most abundant species caught in the shallow
sublittoral zone (approx. 10th one year, not caught the next), surf smelt
usually ranked in the top five species sampled in the neritic waters by the
townet (Cross et al. 1978).

In accordance with their predominantly neritic distribution, calanoid
copepods provided the most trophic input (80.6% of total IRI) to the overall
surf smelt prey spectrum (Fig. B—l7). Harpacticoid copepods (12.7%) and
polychaete annelids (3.8%) were second in importance. Fish, although
infrequently consumed, accounted for 27.5% of the total prey biornass.
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POLYCHAETA - - 26.87 1.24 2.78_108.fl 1.50
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HTCOPOLYTIDAE _____ 8.96 1.74 2.74 40.1 .67
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OSTFTCHTMYS 5.97 .2? 7.00 43.1 .7?
CAPPPLLIOE6 5.97 .09 .05 .01
cYLLIDAE 1.49 .83 5.50 - c.~ .16
CCcOPAENIDAP 1.49 .0? 13.64 20.4 .34
A~~flflVT1DAE 1.49 .0? 11.44 17.1 — .28

P2EV TAX~ WITH COED. OCCuR. LESS THAN 5 ANfl NUMERICAL AN)) GPAVI~WT9IC
COMPOSITION ROTH LESS THAN 1APE EXCLUDED FOOM THE T4PLE AND PLOT

~~c~8üT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .30 .10 ________ .73_~__ ——

— SHANNONWEINFP DEPSITY 2.50 3.64
EVENNESS INDEx .48 .69 .42

Fig. 3—14. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile chinook salmon in the Strait of
Juan de Fuca.
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CuJ~~ACEA~~ ~2700~ 196213~SSS.6?1.80
CALANDIDA ?c.0n 13.60 3.01 415.? 10.10

~FLA8FLL!FERA ?S~00 17.50 59.0Z1913.0 46.60
p~JP~DlA 20.00 2.42 .27 53.8 1.3’)

LVcCEA ~no 30.655.8? 656.5 16.00
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-A~.A1DACE~ ~ — 7.’)0~ ;3~ .78~ B.fl ~
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.68 - .47 - - .56 - -

Fig. B—15. IRI prey spectrum of surf smelt in northern Puget Sound.
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Fig. B—16. IRI prey spectrum of surf smelt along eastern shoreline of
northern Puget Sound.
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Fig. B—17. IRI prey spectrum of surf smelt in Strait of Juan deFuca.
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Longfitl Smelt

Lorigf in smelt were not a common component of the DOE collections in
northern Puget Sound. Three adult longf in smelt caught during a September
townet collection at Cherry Point had consumed principally crab larvae,
calanoid copepods, and mysids, with supplemental contributions by hyperiid
and ganunarid amphipods. This prey composition suggested a basically
pelagic feeding beahvior.

• In the Strait of Juan de Fuca, however, longf in smelt of all life—
his tory stages were caught frequently, and were especially abundant in
August and October townet collections at Twin Rivers and Pillar Point and
in January beach seine collections at West Beach. EpibenthiC crustaceans
predominated the overall prey spectrum of longf in smelt (Fig. B—l8). Gammarid
amphipods accounted for 61.6% of the total IRI; mysids (Archaeomy~4~
~ebnitzki and Neomys~s sp.), 24.4%; and cumaceans, 5.1%. Pelagic prey
organisms were not important.

Northern Clingfish

Northern clingfish were common members of the intertidal fish
assemblages documented during the MESA studies in the Strait of Juan de Fuca;
they were found to be especially abundant at North Beach, T4orse Creek,
Observatory Point, Twin Rivers, and Slip Point. Epibenthic and benthic
crustaceans and benthic molluscs were the most important prey organisms
(Fig. B—19). Gainmarid amphipods and isopods (GnorimosphaerOma oregonens4~,
Exosphaeroma amplicauda, Dynamenella sheareri, Idotea urotoma, and
Pentitotea montereyensis) made up 68.1% of the total IRI, and limpets
(Collisella pelata, C. digitalis, C. strigat~~~, Notoacmea scutum, N.
persona, and N. fenestr~~~), 24%.

The prey spectrum of northern clingfish in the littoral environs of
northern California (Johnson 1970)was very similar to that of the Strait of
Juan de Fuca; gammarid amphipods (specifically Amphithoe sp.). flabelliferan
isopods, and benthic gastropods (Acumaea sp., Nassarius sp.) were the
principal prey organisms in the spectrum (Fig. B—2O). Northern clingfish
collected in the rocky/kelp bed habitat on theouter coast of Vancouver Island
appeared to have a relatively similar prey spectrum including isopods (26.7%
by weight), unidentified crustaceans (26.7%) and chitons (20.0%) (Leaman
1976).

Pacific Tomcod (juvenile)

During the DOE Baseline Studies in northern Puget Sound, juvenile Pacific
tomcod were often caught in large numbers during the beach seine collections
along the eastern shoreline, especially at Shannon Point in July and Birch
Bay in December. Penaeid shrimp (28.9) percent of total IRI), gammarid
amphipods (38.0) percent of total IRI) and calanoid copepods (19.6 percent
of total IRI) composed the majority of the prey organisms from these samples
(Fig. B—2l). This composition suggests a predominantly epibenthic planktivOreS
feeding beahvior but with some neritic feeding, also, perhaps at night.
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Fig. B—18. IRI prey spectrum of longf in smelt in the Strait of Juan de Fuca.

INDEX OF RELRTIVE IMPORTRNCE (I.R.I.) DIRGR~M
FROM FILE IDENT. 78—78. STRTION RLSTR

8755030402 — SPIRINCHUS Thl~LEICHTHYS
LONOFIN SMELT

~DJUSTEO SRMPLE SIZE = 93
100

80

60

40

20

uJ
Li
7:

7:

C’..

7:

I—

Cl,

0~

Li

I
Li
a..

Lii

C’

7:

I—

U,

a

Li

Li
C-

20

60

80

C)
C)

‘V

I..
C)
C)
C)
4)

(C

C)
C)
U
C)

‘V
-4
0)
C’-.

20 40 60 80 100 120

CUMULFITIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FRED NUN. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
POFY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IPI

OAMUAO IDEA
uYC TDACEA
CU’ACFA
GA~MA0 lOAF
SPI~AEPflMATIDAF
CAL A4.IO IDA
P01 Yr~1AETA
uyS!PAE
EIICARIDA—DECAPODA
NATANTIA

_.~S~EJCrMvS___
CIpOIPF:DlA
EUPHAUSIACEA
LUMRPINERIDAE —

~s’ F V F I 04 E

2~.81 77.17 32.21 153?.3 54.31
22.58 9.58 ~?0.96~ 9.6~.44
18.”P 4.20 3.70 144.4 5.12
9.68 13.65 6.41 194.1 6.88

_j.S3~~ .98_ .56~_ ~ •41~_
4.30 30.64 9.40 172.? 6.10
4.30 .46 1.97 10.5 .37

—— 3.23 .5? 3.34~ 12.5 -— .44
2.15 6.76 4.14 73.4 .83
7.15 .59 1.48 4.5 .16
2.15_ .26 2L47~_ 5.9~_ .21
1.08 2.43 2.82 5.6 .20
1.08 1.64 .52 2.3 .08
1.08 •07__ 6.90_ __7.5 ~ .27.
1.08 .07 2.16 2.4 .08

— POFY T40A_W!T~ F9E3.OCCIP. LESS TIAN 5ANO NUMEPICAL. A~fl GPAVIMETPIC
COMROSTTION ROTH LESS 7MM! 1 ARE EXCLUDED FPOM THE TABLE AND PLOT

RUT ‘40T FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES>

PEDCF4)T DOMINANCE IND5X
~HIoN~O’”—WFIN~0 DIVERSITY
EvENNESS INOFO

.20 .17 .37
7.74 3.13 1.96

.63 .7? .45

109



F

INDEX OF REUITIVE IMPORTANCE (1.R.I.) DIAGRAM
FROM FILE IDENT. 76—78. STATION ALSTA

8784010101 — OOSIESOX tiERNDRICUS
N. CLINOFISH

ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE = 228

m
•0

— a. ‘V

V

20 40 ~

~UL~:FRE= OF OCcURRENCE __
PREY ITEH OCCUR CO’4P. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IPI

~ .. ——~-.

GA~MARTOEA 40.35 29.51 6.36 1447.’ 33•~

GASTROPOOA 11.’0 ~.s3 1.31 66.F, 1.55
2.56 .02 15.8

POLYCI-4AFTA 5.26 1.07 1.08 11.! .26

CIPOIPEflI’ 3.07 1.5~ .02 4.~ .11

~ELLApIoAE,2191 _
CANCRIDAF 1.32 .25 2.8? 4.0 .090

MAJIt)AE .RB .16 1.81 1.7 .04
C,PAPSTO~E .88 .16 4.75 ~ •l0

POLYDLACOPND~ •44 .08 t.9~’ .9 .02

_.RREY.T.Pi~WTTH_E~0._OC~_U~ THA!~J ~8NO_NUME9IC~L AND GDAyI~ETR1C__~-.___—._
COHPOSITtO’~ ROTH LESC WAN I ARE E~CLIJOrO FQOM THE TABLE ANtI PLOT
~BiiT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF tIIVERSITY INOICES)

SHANNON_WEINER OIVEPSITY 3.32 3.66 2.59

Fig. B—19. IRI prey spectrum of northern clingfish in littoral
habitats along the Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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F~EO NLj~’. c,PAV. DDEY DERCENT
PcEyTE~ - OCCIJP CO”P. COOP. 1.0.1. TOTAL 101

OMOHITIDE S~. 00.00 10.60 20.00 2407.0 45.00
FL0’3ELL1FF~ 30.00 ~ ~.00 ~ 1?.40
L1lT,PT~ OP. 32.00 00.50 l.fl’~ 360.0 6.60
AC~4FA OP. 31.00 10.60 12.00 700.’. 12.~0

20.00 51.00 2.00 380.4 7.10
~Aac4P1lI0 OP. __________ 70.00 4.40 .flO ~6.0 1.00 ______

~r’rF4 ~• 54.00 3.40 4.00 540.0 2.60
17.00 .0~ 9.~ 153.0 2.83

DH1T0000EA*FflDIUIMTFE91D’. 17.00 I?.?0 _.00 ?fl7.4 -. 3.60
~AO04CTICO1O~ 14.00 0.30 ~0o 86.2 - 1.60
FNTEPflP”~ 6.00 .00 6.00 48.0 .0))
~1v4I.Vl~ ______ __________ 4.~0 l.~0 .00_SO.’ ~_i?°~
I’4T~Cfl’)~ 6.00 3.00 .00 22.0 .40
UyCTMFC 0.00 .Pfl 3.00 22.~ ~
y~•)0)t~4A TIINICATA ~ .00 2.00 14.0 .30

- oo01ro~ •,4r41C~ 4.00 .00 6.00 77.? .S0
~flCA~LT’J~C 1.00 •ofl 1.00 3.0 .00

C~ .Tr:’.~I’’~ 3.05 .40 6.05 10.2 .40
~ — — 1.00 ?~ 2.00 22 .00 -—

PPFY TAXO ~TTI’ fPFO. OCrFP. .F:cs THAN 5 AND NIJMEPTC4L AND G0AVIME rOSE
IT SIN )TH ti~S THAN APF EXCLIIDEI7 F~O’~ THE 0 ARL~ &NO PLOT

(MIT NO0 OPOM CM CUtATt~N OF OIVF0OITY INOTCFSI

.11 ~1l
3~31. 3.03 2.71

.04 .00 .46

Fig. B—20. IRI prey spectrum of northern clingfish documented for
northern California littoral habitats by Johnson (1970).
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIAGRAM
FROM FILE IDENT. WL4 86. STATION ALL

PREDATOR 8791030601 — MICROOAOUS PROXIMUS
(PACIFIC TOtICOD I ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE = 46
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CUMUL.~TIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FRED N(JM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
P9EV ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.1. TOTAL TRI

GA4ARIDF~. _________________7o.o~.~~ 7.67 3297.0 44.70 ______

CALANOIDA 41.00 29.81 .52 I?43.S 16.90
PE~AEIDAE 33.00 12.94 63.74 2530.4 34.50
CUMACEA 15.00 5.63 .72 95.2 1.30
VALVIFEPA 13.00 1.64 2.32 51.5 .70
FLARELLIFEPA 11.00 3.05 2.89 65.3 .90
MYCIDAE_
OSTEICHTHYES 2.00 .47 8.12 17.2 .20
PAGUQIDAE 2.00 .23 1.11 2.7 .00
DECAPODA-RPACHYUP~ __?..00_ .47~
PFRACAPIOA~IC9OCECC8E~D~ 2.00 2.82 0.89 23.4 .30

P9EV TAXA WITH FPEO. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL ANO GQAVINETRIC
~cOuWoSITIbN Br TK [ESS THAN ~ARE EXCLUDED EPOM THE TABLE 4~rn O~oT — — -—

(RUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVEPSITY INDICES)

PERCENT OflMTNANCE INDEX .27 .43 .35
SHANNON-WFINEP DIVERSITY ?.?2 I.RR 1.72
EVENNESS INDEX ______ .64 .54 .57

Fig. B—21. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile Pacific tomcod from shallow
sublittoral habitats along the eastern shoreline of northern
Puget Sound.
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Pacific tomcod, mainly juveniles (65%), were often caught in abundance
in both beach seine and townet collections along the Strait of Juan de Fuca.
Beckett Point, Jamestown and Point Williams, Morse Creek, and West Beach
contributed the most specimens. The overall prey spectrum (Fig. B—22) is
composed almost exclusively of epibenthic crustaceans, including-gammarid
amphipods (84.3% of total IRI), mysids (4.0% • including Archaeomysis
grebnitzki), hippolytid shrimp (3.5%, including HeptacarpusbreVirOStris),
harpacticoid copepods, cumaceans, and unidentified shrimp.

• Juvenile tomcod collected in Nisqually Reach (Fresh et al. 1979) had
fed predominantly upon epibenthic crustaceans, gaminarid amphipods and
hippolytid and crangonid shrimp.

Walleye Pollock (juvenile)

Most of the juventl~ walleye pollock collected in northern Puget Sound
originated from winter beach seine collections at Birch Bay and Cherry Point.
Epibenthic or benLliic organisms were the principal prey organi~sms; garomarid
ainphipods constituted 69.6 percent of the total IRI, valviferan isopods
contributed 7.8 percent, while hyperiid amphipods, shrimp, and calanoid
copepods made up lower contributions (Fig. B—23).

In the Strait of Juan de Fuca, juvenile walleye pollock occurred mainly
in fall and winter beach seine collections at Beckett Point and Dungeness
Spit and in townet collections at Jamestown and Point Williams. Calanoid
copepods, because of their numerical predominance, constituted the most
important item in the IRI prey spectrum (67.1% of the total IRI) (Fig. B—24).
Gaminarid amphipods (15.8%), hippolytid shrimp (including Heptacarpus
brevirostris, 8.8%), mysids (including Archaeomysis ~~bnitzki, 3.1%), and
cumaceans (1.1%) were the other prey of significance.

Post—larval pollock collected in late spring in the neritic waters of
the Strait of Georgia (Barraclough l967a—c); Barraclough and Fulton 1967,
1968; Robinson et al. 1967 a, b: Barraclough et al. 1968; Robinson 1969)
indicated that calanoid copepods and crustacean larvae were the prevalent
organisms consumed by the pelagic juveniles.

Threespine Stickleback

Threespine sticklebacks were the second most frequently encountered
neritic species in northern Puget Sound. The more important prey organ
isms were both epibenthic——harpactiCoid copepods (67.0% of the total IRI)
and polychaetes (3.7%)——and pelagic——calanOid (14.2%) and euphausiids
(13.3%) (Fig. B—25).

Threespine stickleback collected by beach seine in the southern North
Sound sites at Guemes Island and Padilla Bay had also consumed epibenthic
crustaceans; 76.4 percent of the total IRI was gammarid amphipods, 14.8 per
cent harpacticioid copepods, 4.6 percent crab larvae and 1.3 percent curnaceans
(Fig. B—26).
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.1.) DIAGRAM
FROM FILE IDENT. 76—78, STATION ALSTR

8791030601 — MICROGADUS PROXIMUS
PACIFIC TONCOD

~oo ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE = 272
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_____ - - CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FRED NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY TTEN OCCUR COMP. CO’4P. I.P.I. TOTAL IPI

GA’~U~P1DEA 55.15 56.4(1 35.79 5083.R A?.84
UyCIDACEA _ _~ ?3.s3_6.4L_4.o9_a46.9~__ 4.02
C(J’JACEA 1R.85 2.78 .84 71.R 1.17
SPkAEPOUATIOAE 17.65 1.80 1.36 53.6 .87
GA~~MA~IDAF — __17.70__3.~S_.~J.55_93.3_i.52~
HIPPOLYTIDAE 13.60 1.86 13.86 213.8 3.48
POLYCHAETA 1?.13 1.44 3.6? 61.4 1.00
NATANTIA i1.76~ 2.17 3.14__62.4 _. 1.02 ——

I4APPP~CTICOIDA 7.35 9.7~ .09 72.6 1.18
CALANO!OA 6.62 7.95 .20 54.0 .80
CP~NOONIDAE 6.~’2 _.SS _5.6S__ 4i.1~_ .67~._.
FJDHAUSIACEA 4.04 1.04 1.01 11.5 .19
PA~DALIDAE 2.06 .24 13.3? 30.9 .65

5TF1CHTHYS~~~__~ ~ 1.84 .06 - 8.36 15.5 .25
CL,JPEIDAE .37 .01 2.19 .0 .01
AIJIODHYNCHIOAE .37 .01 1.21 .6 .01

— PPEY~TAXA.WITH FPEQ. OCCUR. LESs_THAN 5 AN~ NUMERICAL ANU GRAVIMETRIC
COUPOcITION P0TH LEcS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED FD0M THE TABLE AND PLOT
(BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PEPCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .34 .18 .60
SHANNON~WF1NEP O1VE~SITY 2.50 3.20 1.24

___~_EvENNfSS INDEX - .47 .60 _. __~ .23 - - -

Fig. B—22. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile Pacific tomcod in the Strait of
Juan de Fuca.
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIRORRM

FROM FILE IDENT. 14W BS. STATION ALL

PREDATOR 8791030701 — THERRORA CHRLCOGRRMMR
(I4RLLEYE POLLOCK ) ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE 20
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CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FRED NU’4. GRAy. PREY PERCENT

______ PPEY ITEN OCCUR CONP. COMP. 1.P.!. TOTAL IRI ____________ _______ 50.00 _38.89 66.27 ~.?58~_~ ~ —

VALVIFERA 25.00 32.44 )0.95 1084.7 17.80
Ak4PHIPODA—HYPERIIDEA 20.80 7.94 2.49 208.6 3.40
PE~AE1DAE 10.00 3.18 13.93 171.1 2.80
CAIA~JOTOA 18.00 11.90 3.99 158.8 2.60
CPUSTACEA s.no .79 17.91 93.5 1.50
POLYCKAETA _____ ________ ~.o0~_.79 .OO - ~j)_~ ~0O_
EUPHAUSTACEA 5.00 1.59 1.00 12.9 .20
FLABELLIFERA 5.00 2.38 3.48 98.9 1.60

PREY TAXA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESc THAN S AND NUME~ICAL AND GPAVIMETPIC
COMPOSITIDN ROTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FOOH THE T4DLE ANfl PLOT
(RUT NOT FRON CALCULATION OF DIvERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DONINANCF INDEX .28 .28 .52
SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY 2.20 2.26 1.46
EVENNESS INDEX .78 .75 — .49

Fig. B—23. IRI prey spectrun of juvenile walleye pollock in shallow sub
littoral habitats along the eastern shore of northern Puget Sound.
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50

CUMULRTIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FPEr) NUN. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY ITEN OCCUR CO~2. COMP. 1.8.1. TOTAL 181

c,A~UAPIDAE 33.78 ?.SS 8.92 ~R8.6 8.32

GAk~.4AP1DEA 21.62 9.52 6.61 345•Q 7.47

CiP’ACEA 21.6? .82 1.57 5l.~’ 1.10
~ycIDACEi~—-— — __ _-18.92~ — —

H1P~’LYT!D4~ 14.86 .90 p6.84 412.3 8.83
NATANIIA 13.51 .49 1.90 32.3 .69
EIIPHAUS1ACEA_~~ ------ 10.81-- .77 3.48—-- 45.9 _—— .98 —

OSTPACOD~ 5.11 .?0 .26 3.7 .08
HAUPACT1COIDA 6.76 1.38 .08 9.8 .21
~EtJCIDDEC5P0~~ 6.76~.~_ .15 .15~ 2.~ — ~04 —

PA~flAL1DAE ~.41 .20 10.70 55.9 1.26
POLYCHAFTA 5.41 .15 1.30 7.8 .17
OSTE1C~T~YS_~ 2.70 .05 7.24 19.7 - - .4?
CPAMOONIDAE 1.~S .03 1.35 1.9 .04

UPFY TAXA WITH F~EO. DECtiR. LFSS_THAN 8 AND ~tJUEQICAL AND GQAV!METUIC_. —~

Crm~POS1TIfl~ HOTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUItED FPOM TNE TADLE AND PLOT
(5))T NOT FPO~ CALCULATION OF DIVEUSITY INDICES)

.f~ .15 .47
1.31 3.22 1.81

.27 .67 .38

Fig. B—24. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile walleye pollock in Strait of Juan
de Fuca.
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Along the Strait of Juan de Fuca, adult threespine stickleback
were most common in Beckett Point, Jamestown, and Point Williams beach
seine collections. Unlike northern Puget Sound, it was not often
encountered in the townet collections. Threespine stickleback appeared
to be feeding throughout the nearshore water column, as pelagic calanoid
copepods and epibenthic harpacticoid copepods were qually important (Fig.
B—27). Limited sample sizes, however, do not allow us to determine whether
this catholic feeding beahvior is due to diel changes, site differences or
collection methods. Secondary prey organisms were mostly epibenthic forms,
including gammarid amphipods and mysids.

Bay Pipefish

Several adult bay pipefish from beach seine collections at Birch
Bay were large enough to permit analysis of their stomach contents; 86.8
percent of the total ]1U.were isopods, the remainder, gammarid amphipods.

Tube—snout

Tube—snouts were frequently captured in the mud/eelgrass and sand!
eelgrass habitats and pocket gravel beaches in northern Puget Sound. Common
identifiable organisms included gammarid amphipods (90.0 percent of total
IRI); only polychaete annelids (6.3 percent), and crab larvae (1.8 percent)
were secondary prey. Tube—snouts from beach seine collections along the
eastern shoreline, Birch Bay and northeast Guemes Island, tended to have more
pelagic organisms in their diet. Pelagic calanoid copepods composed 73.5
percent of the total IRI, while harpacticioid copepods (32.1 percent), gammarid
amphipods (23.9 percent), and mysids (7.6 percent) made up the principal
epibenthic prey composition.

Along the Strait of Juan de Fuca, beach seine and townet collections
at Beckett Point and Morse Creek produced numerous tube—snouts. As in the
case of threespine stickleback, both calanoid and harpacticoid copepods were
the principal prey species of tube—snouts feeding in nearshore habitats
(Fig. B—28). Shrimp larvae, though constituting 28.9% of the total prey
biomass, were not abundant prey items.

Tube—snout from the NereocystiS kelp beds at Barkley Sound examined
by Leaman (1976) had consumed primarily barnacle larvae and caridean
crustaceans.

Kelp Greenli~pg,

Kelp greenling were the most commonly observed fish in the rocky!
kelp bed habitats of northern Puget Sound and often characterized the protected
gravel beach enviornments such as those at Deadman Bay and Legoe Bay. The
prey spectrum for kelp greenling (Fig. B—29) was one of the most diversified
of the species documented. Amphipods, principally Eusiroides sp., ~4~h2~des
sp., ranked as the most important (46.1 percent of total IRI) prey, followed
by crabs, Cancer magister, Pugettia gracilis, Oregonia gracilis, Telmessus
cheiragonus, and unidentified Oxyrhyncha sp. (5.6 percent), flabelliferan
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FRFQN1JM. GV.PPEY PEPCENT - -

PPEY 1TF~ flCCtiP C(P4P. COMP. 1.P.1. TflTAL IPI

H0000CTTCO!fla 1.00 ~S.97 ~00 7798.5 67.00
Po)LYCHAFTA 41.00 .65 2.90 052.6 3.70
CnPFPOD—~~ 1a~.00 - 33.77 817 594.7 14.20
Ca)La)’olflA 14.00 .67 .00 6.6 .70

~14Tfl~.19O02.7 .10
FIIPHOIJSTACEA 7.00 .65 78.84 556.4 13.30

7.00 .47 ~ .10
A4.QHTPfl~)AHyPEP1TDFA 7.00 1.03 .41 10.1 .20

- LA~V8CFA ~~7;fl0 .0~ ~.00 ~6 .00
FLARELLIFEPA 7.00 .09 6.15 79.7 .70

- oEpAC4PTDA_cFO(~~—ACE 7.00~ ?.15 .4117.~

cPF-Y Ti~xA ~.TTH FOFO. nrCThR. LFSS THANS AND NCJ’-lEPICAL AN4) GPAVIHETPTC
cn’”~ncITIn’~ 0OTH LFcS T4-IAN j APE FXCLLIDED F0OM THE TABLE ANfl PLOT
~P’JT NOT FPfl~ CAl CUL0TTfl~ OF nIvFPcTTv !NDTCESI -

—~9F2CENT 4)O4TNANCFINOFX ~ ~~~49——~
SHANNO~J—.W1NFP DIVEPSITY 1.~Q 1.00
EvE~NfSS INDEX —— .40 - .36 .45 —

Fig. B—25. IRI prey spectrum of threespine stickleback from northern Puget
Sound.
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE CI.R.I.) DIROROM
FROM FILE IDENT. NW BS. STATION ALL

PREDATOR 8818010101 — DASTEROSTEUS ACULEATUS
(THREESPINE STIc~LEBK) ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE 15
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CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FREO NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT

_____ PREY ITEM OCCUR COUP. COMP. I.R.T. TOTAL IRI _______

GAMMARIDEA ______ ______ 67.00 27.74 64.04 A149.3 76.40 _____

HAPPACTICOIDA 33.00 34.35 1.75 1191.3 14.80
DECAPODA—BRACHYUPA 27.00 4.84 8.77 167.5 4.60
CUMACEA _________ 27.00 2.26 1.75 108.3 1.30
OLIGOCHAETA 13.00 .48 7.02 97.S 1.20
CPUSTACEA 7.00 14.60 .88 108.9 1.40
CALANOIDA ______ 7.80 .16 .00 1.1 .00 —

CIPRIPEDIA 7.00 .16 3.51 25.7 .30
LARVACEA 7.80 .65 .00 4.6 .18

PREY ThEA wITH FPEO. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL ANO GPAVJMETPJC
COMPOSITION ROTH LESS THAN 1 APE EXCLUDED FROM THE TAOLE AND PLOT

BtIT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIvE~SITY INDICES) _______

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .22 .42 .61
SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY 1.90 1.42 1.1Q
EVENNESS INDEX .60 .51 .40

Fig. B—26. IRI prey spectrum of threespine stickleback from shallow sub
littoral habitats along the eastern shoreline of northern Puget
Sound.
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HAR~8CT1C0IDA 45.45 4?.34
2.81 -

CALANOIDA 33.13 51.15
?).?1 2.57

uYS1DACEA~. ~-. — - 9.09 - .65
NATANIIA 6.06 .07
PflI.YCHAETA 3.03 .10

PERCENT DONINANCE INDEX

______ SHANNON.IFINEP DIVEPSJTY

E\’E’~NESS INDEY

11.13 2430.6 18.47
20.8 9.9_13.61_~
23.60 2491.5 39.43
9.15 248.7 3.94

20.46_~.~264.J~_—_ 4.19
.42 3.0 .05

5.31 16.4 .26

.20 .33
1.86

.72 .54

Fig. B—27. IRI prey spectrum of threespine stickleback from Strait of Juan
de Fuca.
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIAGRAM
FROM FILE IDENT. 76—78. STATION ALSTA

8818020101 — AULORHYNCHUS FLAVIDUS
TUBE—SNOUT

ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE 82
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CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FPF3 NUN. GRAy. PREY PERCENT

PREY ITEM OCCUR COUP. COUP. 1.0.1. TOTAL IRI

CALANOIDA 35.37 4?.7~ 30.9? 26O6.~ 5A.53
~6.1LJ1B4.L—__?~6O——--——-—--———-
~v~JflACEA l0.9~3 2.34 8.64 120.5 2.71
NATANTIA Q.76 ~ ~ ~68.? P.27

~GA~MAR1DEA_-~- ---~~31~5__.71~
fl5TFJCUTHYS ~•R~ .26 9.73 4P.7 1.09
IAPVACEA 3S’6 14.51 7.84 81.9 3.84
~ 2.98 _~4.3-—•—~ .0Q—— —

ORFY TAXA wITH EPEG. OCCUR. LESS THAN S ANfl NUMEP!C~L ANO GRAVIMETRIC
_CO~4RDS1T1ON 80TH LESS THAN 1~RE EXCLUDED FPOH THE TARLE ANPRLOT~_ -

(RUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT OOMIN~NCE INDEX _.29 .?1 .42 —

SH4NNON—WFIN~° DIVERSItY 2.11 2.65 1.65
EVENNESS INDEY .55 .70 .43

Fig. B—28. IRI prey spectrum of tube—snout in Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IRPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIAGRATI
FROII FILE IDENT. N PGSO, STATION ALSTR

PREDATOR 8827010101 — IfXAGRF11I1IOS D€CRGRA1IIIUS
(KELP GREENLING I ROJUSTED SAIIPLE SIZE = 31

100

80

~ ~ ~

S ~
—4 S a C £ — h~ m V C.. —

a £ t C C.. 0 C.. 4) — ~ 0 0 — — 1.. 0 4)
~.- 80 o ~ . ~. .~

C C — C S~

1060 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450

CUtIULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

~FPEO HUH. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY lIEU OCCUR COUP. COM~. T.P.I. TOTAL IPI

65700 4. 7W 4.4 00.’. 33.90 --

9A4)UAPIDEA 61.00 33.39 6.61 2440.0 4.40 __________

VOtYtHCETC ~Q0T70T8821 I
TA’~AIOACFA 29.00 1.7~ .08 54.2 1.00 ________

~tC8~OT~tU 5700 1 .4~~20~77.0 5.00
PLFO~~YE~A~—CAP1OEA 23.00 j.j7 3.66 11.0 .20 ________

io:oo 1767 .99 —~.6:7 80
OXYRHYNCI~A 16.00 .21 1.01 19.5 .30 ____________

——TTSTETCKTHYES 16~00~50 .79 T04.T.90
FLAFIELLIFERA 16.00 10.5~ 1.29 I99.~ 3.40 ___________

-~P-At1OA~SPEt0ECY(TWAPVAtEA I679WT~3S ?.47 —6IfT. 10
DECAPODA 16.00 .62 .28 04.4 .30 ________

—lSr~ODA ~16O0772~3743.fl .8W
PAPUPIDAC 10.00 .1? 4.69 48.0 .90

*41 OOr)L-7-71 OAE o;no~9~~l7?lO 2 .20
ANTHtP1O&E 6.00 4.93 .70 33.9 .60 __________

—OcFtjlDTA 6.90 23 ~00 1.4 • 10
)4A004CTICOIOA 6.00 .50 .00 3.0 .10 _______

—TAIOACLA -——6;00-—~1;1~,~103~13.7 .20
PIVALVIA ‘..On .09 .05 .8 .90

‘031?.2 •I0
GA4)MA0ICEA 3.00 26.06 5.46 04.6 0.70 _________

j;Oo~14l6.0 ~30

_____~0FY—XA-i11HF~EOCC!IR~LE3STH4N S—ANO—NUMEPTCALA~O G0AV1~ET0IC
Cr~.’~c1Tlr’N 00TH LEcT THAN 1 APE EXCLUDED FOOM THE TARLE AND PLOT

____lRl,T_.40T.F9OCALCULAttON~FOtVE0SITY1NDTCE~ —

PtPCTO0UTfr~C1N0E~~ •.~o9~ • I?
SHA C4N—yF P-ER DIvEPSITY 2.78 2.99 ________ 2.01 ______

EVENNESS-iNDEX —-—— ~~61~69 .45 —

Fig. B—29. IRI prey spectrum of kelp greenling in northern Puget Sound.
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isopods (34 percent) fishes (1.9 percent), polychaetes (3.7 percent),
gastropods (3.5 percent), and tanaids (1.2 percent). Although algae

(Rhodophyta 33.9 percent), constituted a measurable percentage of the total
biomass, these were considered incidental items, byproducts of the feeding
of kelp greenling on the predominantly benthic prey items.

The only food data for kelp greenling in the Strait of Juan de Fuca,
that from Leaman’s (1976) collections at Barkley Sound, Vancouver Island,
indicated that caprellid (Caprella gracilion, C. laeviscula, C. ferrea, C.
iricisa, and C. eguilibra) and gammarid aniphipods (Parapleustes pugettensis,
Erichtonius brasiliensis, Photis sp., Podocerus sp., Metaphoxis sp.) were the
most important prey; fish (Artedius lateralis, Synchirus gilli), crabs
(Pachycheles sp., Cancer gracilis, C. oregonensis, Pagurus sp., Oregonia
gracilis, Loxorhynchus crispatus, Petrolistes eriolnerus) and shrimp
(Heptacarpus sp.) were of secondary importance. The diet of greenling between
101—200 mm in length wa~s -dominated by isopods while that between 201—700 mm
was prevalently crabs.

Juvenile kelp greenling were reported by Barraclough and his co—workers
to be one of the most common fishes in the neritic waters of the Strait of
Georgia in May—June (Barraclough 1967 a, b, & c; Robinson et al. 1968 a & b).
Calanoid copepods (Calanus plumchrus, Pseudocalanus minutus), cladocerans
(Podon sp.) hyperiid amphipods (Parathemisto pacifica) and larval fish
(eulachon) were important prey taxa at this stage (Table B—3).

Whitespotted Greenling

In northern Puget Sound adult whitespotted greenling was collected most
often at pocket gravel beaches such as at Deadman Bay during beach seining.
It was also collected in the rocky/kelp bed habitat, but in much smaller
numbers than the kelp greenling.

The prey spectrum of the whitespot ted greenling was very similar to the
kelp greenling (Fig. B—30). Gainmarid amphipods, especially Eusiroides sp.,
~4mphithoe sp., constituted the most important food item, contributing 55.7
percent of the total IRI. Shrimp (Heptacarpus stimpsoni), with 22.4 percent,
and various brachyuran crabs (Cancer oregonensis, Pugettia gracilis), with
11.4 percent of the total IRI, were secondary; fish and polychaete annelids
provided less than 5 percent each. Incidental algae, however, was not as
significant in the overall diet composition of the whitespotted greenling as
the kelp greenling. Whitespotted greenling were often collected during
beach seine sampling at northeastern Guemes Island, Birch Bay, Cherry Point
and Legoe Bay along the eastern shoreline. Despite the different areas and
habitats, prey composition of this sample was very similar to those from San
Juan Island collections, with gammarid amphipods responsible for 65.9 percent
of the total IRI; penaeid and callianassid shrimp, 21.6 percent; brachyuran
crabs, 10.0 percent, and polychaetes, 1.3 percent (Fig. B—31).

Along the Strait of Juan de Fuca, whitespotted greenling, most of which
were juveniles, were included ~n beach seine collections at Beckett
Point and Point Williams. The overall prey spectrum of whitespotted greenling
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Table B—3. Prey composition table for juvenile kelp greenling in neritic
waters of Strait of Georgia, documented by Barraclough (1967a).

~DECA~3RAMMUS - 1KELP GREENLING ~)

__INOEX_cFPEITIVE1MP0RTAE(T*I~~l~
FROM FILE IDENT. REF 1. STATION ALSTA
~

_———--—-————-———----——~RE’) NUM.GRAV~PEY~T
PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.P.I. TOTAL IRI _____

~ —q7;so
~MPHIPODA S.40 1.00
uS TEl CHTHYES ~;3 0 .30
EUPHAUSIACEA _______ P.20 .10
C P uS T AC EA —2201 00—~

THEPAGRA CHALCOOPAMMA 1.10 .10
OT~OPLEUP~ SP~ I 0~i

~

COMPOSITION ROTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FPOM THE TARLE AND PLOT
~Ti~I~

~EPCENT DOM1NANtE~ NOEX .

SHANNON—WEINEP DIVERSITY .22 —.00 —.00 _____

~~tVEE~S~NDE~~8.00~°
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INDEX OF RELflTIVE IMPORTRNCE (I.R.I.1 0I~GR~t1
FROM FILE IDENT. N PG6O. STRTION RLSTP

PREDRTOR 8827010104 — HEXRGRRMMOS STELLERI
(WHITESPOT OREENLING I ROJUSTE0 SRMPLE SIZE = 13

G0~M80tDEA 38.00
A~4PHjP0D~ 38.00

_PLEOCYEMATACAPIOEA 38.00
PEOAc4PlDA_SPEL~EOGPAP~’ACEA 31 .00
0STEtC~~1H~S 31.00
CH~o~or~~YTA 23.00
P0LYC~AET4 23.00
DEC O~9UUC~lYU~ 15.00
GNflP1MOSPERO~AO0EG0~ENSIS _I5.00
PH0E€~PHYT6 8.00

8.00
8.00

MYSIDACEA 8.00
PI~C0flPI-4YTA 8.00
FLA8ELLIFEQA 8.00
DESMARESTIACEAE 8.00
w~’C0 8.00
PE~.aEI0AE 8.00
DECAPODA 8.00
VALV!FEPA. 8.00

PEPCENT 0C~TN~NCE I~CEX
S_~F1~~U DIVEPSITY

27.91 1.74 1126.7 23.10
11.63 5.67 657.4 13.50
4.65 16.56 805.2 - 16.50 -—

16.74 8.04 768.2 15.00
2.34 9.69 372.9 7.60
3.72 1.26 114.5 2.30
2.79 6.26 208.1 4.30

?0.~3 1.42 315.2 6.90
2.33 - .23 38.4 _.80 - -

.93 .07 8.0 .00

.93 22.46 187.1 3.80

.47 16.37 j34.7 2.80

.47 .00 3.8 .00

.47 .03 4.0 .00

.47 .00 3.8 .00
- .47 .10 4.6 - .00

.47 .04 4.1 .00
1.40 7.86 74.1 1.50

.47 1.20 - 13.~ .30

.47 1.01 11.8 .20

.17 .13 .14
3.P~ 3.1~ 3.11

~fl •77

Fig. B—30. IRI prey spectrum of whitespotted greenling in northern Puget
Sound.
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CU?1J1J~T1VE FREQUENCY OF OCCtJRRENCE

rREO NLIM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY TTE’4 OCCUR C0’4P. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IRI

42.00 1~.70 14.83 3802.? 65.90
PENAEIDAE 38.00 6.21 23.12 1114.5 19.30
EUCARIDA_DECAPODA—RRACHYRHYNCH 23.00 3.95 15.60 449.6 7.80
DECAPODA—BRACHYCJPA 15.00 1.13 2.83 59.4 1.00
POLYCHAETA 15:00 1.69 3.49 77.7 1.30
TANA!DACEA 8.00 2.82 .22 24.3 .40
DECAPODA.BPACHYUPA 8.00 2.26 6.24 68.0 1.20
EUPHAUSIACEA 8.00 .56 .35 7.3 .10
VALVIFERA 8.00 .56 1.10 13.3 .20

_TARDIGRADA — — _8~~_!~6 .06_~~,O .00 -

PERACAPIDA-MICPOCEPBEPIDEA 0.00 .56 2.20 22.1 .40
PLEOCYEMATA—CAPIDEA 8.00 .56 1.69 18.0 .30
CALLIANASSIDAE 8.00 .56 15.97 132.2 2.30

PREY TAXA WITH FPEO. OCCUR. LESS THAN S ANr) NUMERICAL ANt) GPAVIHETRIC
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT _____________

(BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX____________ .58 .13 .48
SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY 1.43 2.65 1.61
EVENNESS INDEX .39 .72 .45

IR)~ spectrum of whitespoded greenling in shallow sublittoral
habitats along the easter1~1 shoreline in northern Pugét Sound.
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was one of the most diverse encountered. Gammarid amphipods were the most
important prey (60.9% of total IRI) but tanaids, polychaete annelids,
hippolytid shrimp (Heptacarpus sp.), crangonid shrimp, bivalves and bivalve
siphons, and majid and pagurid crabs all composed more than 1% of the total
IRI (Fig. B—32).

Lingeod

-- The lingcod was commonly observed in rocky/kelp bed habitats of northern
Puget Sound (57 percent frequency of occurrence during SCUBA transect
observations) and consituted the major top—level carnivore in the fish assemblage
characterizing that habitat. Stomach contents examined from eight adults and
six juveniles indicated that lingcod were primarily piscivorous, with 36.1
percent of the total IRI being fish. Although the fish were usually digested
beyond recognition, rockfish (Scorpaenidae) were identified. The remaining
secondary food items were benthic gastropods, siphonophores, ascidians,
polychaetes, and incidental algae. Except for the fish, which may or may not
be bottom—oriented, all the prey items were benthic.

Lingcod sampled during Quast’s (1968) detailed examination of southern
California’s kelp bed fish communities had consumed predominantly fishes
(Perciformes, Clupeiformes) while algae and cephalopods were less representative
prey (Table B—4).

Copper Rockfish

Copper rockfish were commonly caught in beach seine collections in
northern Puget Sound during July and August at Deadman Bay (gravel habitat)
and were frequently sighted along all SCUBA transects in the rocky/kelp bed
habitat.

The composite prey spectrum (Fig. B—33) suggests that copper rockfish
were facultative epibenthic feeders, having consumed both benthic and pelagic
organisms. General percaridan crustaceans were the more important prey;
these included gammarid amphipods (40.3 percent of total IRI), inysids (6.0
percent), shrimp (3.0 percent) brachyuran crabs (Cancer gracilis, Petrolistes
eriolnerus and Scyra acutifrons, 1.9 percent), flabelliferan (4.9 percent)
isopods, and cumaceans (1.4 percent). Fish (Pacific sand lance and juvenile
rockfish) accounted for 17.6 percent of the total IRI.

Juvenile copper rockfish sampled by beach seine along the eastern shore
line (Legoe Bay) had a relatively similar diet composition based on epibenthic
and pelagic prey. Shrimp (Crangonidae, Pandalidae, and Penaeidae) and gammarid
amphipods predominated, with 36.1 percent and 31.8 percent, respectively, of

the total IRI. Crab larvae (15.9 percent) and fish (threespine stickleback,
13.7 percent) formed secondary diet components.

Copper rockfish were too rare in the Strait of Juan de Fuca collections
to be includedini€he food web data base.
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Table B—4. Prey composition (frequency of occurrence) of lingcod in 8outhern
California kelp beds documented by Quast (1968).

PPEDATOR ~R270)02fl1 — OPHI000N ELONGATIJS (LINGCOD )

INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.P.I.) TABLE
FROM FILE IDENT. REF 59. STATION SLSTA _____

FPEO NU~. GRAy. PREY PERCENT

PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COP~P. I.R.I. TOTAL ZR!

PEPCIFflR~ES 4R.00
CLIIPEOMOPP~ CLUPFIFO~ES I~.00
TELEOSTE! 12.00
UNIDENTIFIED ALGAE 11.00
THEUTHIDIDA 6.00 -

PREY TAXA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETPIC
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TARLE AND PLOT

—- (BUT NOT FRO~4 CALCULATION OF DIvERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .00 .00

_____ SFIANNONWFINFP DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00

EVENNESS INDEX .00 .00 .00
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INOEX OF R~TIVt I RTI21CE t1.R.I.) O1~f*1
FROII FILE IDENT. 75-78. STRflON ~~STR

$8270 10104 — I€XI~)R~?T1OS STELLERI
IIIITESPOT 0~E?1_ING

100 F~)J)STt~ 5~LE SIZE = 48

~ 40
—

U — Ut

20 _______

H ~V1
I

~ 80 ‘~ .~ I 2
I ~ I ~ .~ ~— 4 0 .1 0 ,4 80 4 4 1.0~ i~ ,.~ 4. ~ L 4. ~

50 100 150 200 250 800

a.r~.JLcsTIVE FRE00ENCY OF OCO.~RENCE
FREO mJ’4. GRAY. P0EV PERCENT

PREY ITEM OCCUR COP. COMP. 1.0.1. TOTAL lOT

GAUMAPIDEA 47.83 41.86 2.34 2114.0 52.?8
TA.aTf)ÔCFA 2I.!6~JJ.3? .17 32~.7 A.01
GAUM4PTOAE 26.09 12.98 .33 347.0 8.59
HTDeOLYT1D~E . ?3.~i 2.9’ 6.09 215.6 5.33
Dfli yr~fiFTA ~JQ.5i__4..R~ 286S. 7.00
RIVALVIA 19.57 2.93 1.86 93.7 2.3?
CQANGONTOAE 17.39 2.04 7.19 160.5 3.97
NATANTIA 1.50
pA(~UP1O4E 15.22 .84 1.87 42.8 1.04
GA~TDflPODA 13.04 .76 .25 13.3 .33

FNTTFIEI) l~.~__8~5? 1.94 116.6 3.38
OECA000A-BOACHYUPA 6.5~ .39 2.9’. 21.7 .54
MAUTOAE 6.52 1.02 11.16 79.4 1.96
CADDFLLI~.~ 6.8~j,22_..._.~J) 9.1 .23
EIIC8DID—OECAPOOA 4.35 1.18 .66 7.0 .19
Cpu cT#CEA 4~~5 p.67 .59 14.1 .35

~JflAF ~2~1?s_~~2i ~4
ATFLFCYCLTDAE 2.17 .25 15.06 33.3 .82
CA.~PlOAF 2.17 .11 1.11 2.7 .07
nsTETCHT’~YS .09
COTTTOAE 2.17 .36 3.18 7.7 .19
EMPIOTOCIDAE 2.17 .13 16.96 37.1 •92
AU..nr)v,IOAE 2.17 .1I.1,~Z 4.8 .11

P0EV TAOA WITH FOlD. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GR4VINETPIC
CIWOflSTTION NflrHJ.ESS II NJ_A E1~j.L!OEtLE~PH THE TARLE AND PLOT
(SLIT NOT FROU CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PEOCFNT QflMILC~.J~(OFX ~ .30
SHaNNON—WEiNER DIvERSITY 3.03 3.77 2.60
EvEtINEsc INDEX .63 .78 - .5’.

Fig. B—32. IRI prey spectrum of whitespotted greenling in shallow
V sublittoral habitats along Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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IP8~X OF I~LRTIVE j~~0l~TR~CE (I .R. I.) DIRGR~1
FRtWi FILE I~NT. N P050. STATION ~STR

P1~E0flTOR 6828010108 - SESfiSTES C~JU~iJS
(COPPER R0OcFI~1 ) N3JJSTEO ~V?LE SIZE 52

C
C C)
I- ‘0

-
C 0

C ~ —.3

ii flI!;~tI11Ifl
~ ________________________

100 ~50 200

cLItLATIVE FREQ~XNCY OF OCCIJ~RENCE — —

— WEPCE~4T

PREY 1TE34 OCCUR COMP. COMP. t.P.I. 10T4L IRT _________

~ jThfl~2 74 2451642;g~o;3o
pEP*C4PTSPELAEOG~EA 31.00 17.’5 3.49 649.1 18.10 _________

—w’rc-IVAC€A—~2l;~ ~—9~73 ~ ~2I 5 • ‘I 6~0 0
ncYcICHTHVES 20.00 3.41 24.00 5’8.2 15.30

—~tt8Ett1 m~a T6~floTn~o46t?5.4~9°
tECA0OOA~RR4CHYUP4 12.00 .89 1.58 29.6 .80 ___________

—vtrnC’rE~ 0~Y A—CA~~1 DE4 ~O3~4~~O4~1.0 ~; SO
PANDALII)AE 10.00 .88 5.55 64.3 1.80 __________

-Ct1MACE1~ ~Tfifl0-7?0 ~.9 6~’T.4 0
C~PRFLL1DEA 10.80 .63 .08 7.1 .20 __________

—OtlPOr)4 pTflOT26 .zz1r P
POLYCHAEI4 8.00 .51 15.01 124.2 3.50 __________

SF~ 05’T~64”~3.9 ~T2 0
G*~TPOPflDA 6.80 2.28 .45 16.4 .50 _________

~*~tFP~P ___________

SCrDPSE34IOAE 4.00 .51 16.11 66.5 1.90 ___________

RMTFS”1E~ APtFPr)5 • n ~— i3275~ 3 • ~~ 0
A,JT.4LIPIOAE 2.00 1.52 .11 3.3 .18 __________

sCVC)AACU1tF~ON5~ •J0
PETRflLISP4ES EPI(~dFPUS ?.fl0 .25 2.38 5.3 .10 __________

PHY~JCi’~A~ 9 0~~1 r—~.346q~20 -

——-vpFY—T~ Tr I~W~Qt0~1)CCLiR ~tE~ THS’J A~T ‘ER! Ca(fllfl~0~V INEIPI C
C~)~0OSITION ROTh LESS THAN I SPE FECLIJOED FQOM THE ‘IARLE ANC~ PLOT
IRLJT N0T FR ~CALCULATTON OF~I VERSITV1NO1CES1

—Pf~ENT1~)M I ~ANCE1NOE~ •?~ • ~

SHANN))HWETNEP DIVEPSITY 2.88 3.30 2.77
~NES~NOt~65~S .

Fig. B—33. Spectrum of copper rockfish from northern Puget Sound.
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Prince and Gotshaul (1978) documented the prey spectrum of 241
copper rock-fish captured around an artificial reef in South Hunibolt Bay,
California. In terms of frequency of occurrence and percent volume, juvenile
Cancer magister dominated the diet (40% of total IRI) while gaimnarid aniphipods
composed 31% of the total number of prey items. Crangonid shrimp3 caprellid
amphipods and northern anchovy provided secondary food items.

Puget Sound Rockfish

Puget Sound rock-fish were documented only during SCUBA transect
observations inthekocky/kelP bed habitats along San Juan channel (Pt. George,
Shaw Is.). The overall prey composition indicated a relatively unspecialized
planktonic feeding behavior. Calanoid copepods (57.3 percent of total IRI),
siphonophores (17.8 percent), and crab larvae (16.0 percent) constituted the
more important prey; hyperiid amphipods (5.1 percent), and crabs (1.6 percent)
were secondary in impoftance.

Yellowtail Rockfish

Although juvenile yellowtail rockfish were often caught in the beach
seine sampling at Deadinan Bay in northern Puget Sound, the majority originated
from rocky/kelp bed habitats around San Juan Island and Burrows Island.

Prey composition, similar to those of Puget Sound rockfish, emphasized
pelagic organisms. Calanoid copepods accounted for the highest proportion
(34.4 percent) of the total IRI while mysids (20.1 percent, Neomysis
awatchensis)*, fishes (17.5 percent including Pacific sand lance), crab

larvae (10.6 percent), chaetognathS (8.4 percent), hyperiid amphipods (2.1
percent), and fish larvae (1.2 percent) composed the other food items.
Gaxnmarid amphipods (including Pontogeneia sp., and Eusiroides sp., Atylus sp.,
Ischyroce~~~ sp., and Photis californicus) were not very important.

Black Rockfish

Adult black rock-fish constituted over 15 percent of the total fish
enumerated along the SCUBA transects in northern Puget Sound. Prey organisms
were predominantly pelagic organisms. Hyperiid amphipods (79.9 percent of
total IRI) were most important, followed by fishes (13.9 percent: including
Pacific sand lance and tadpole sculpins), crab larvae (1.1 percent), and crabs
(1.0 percent; Cancer sp.). Incidental items such as rocks accounted for 1.7
percent of the total IRI. Gammarid amphipods (predominantly Eusiroide~ sp.,
Pontogeneia spp., and Atylus sp., but also Ischyrocerus sp., Hyale sp.,
Paraphoxus spinosa C?), Photis californica, Photis sp., Amphithoe lacer~~Qg~,
and Amphithoe sp.) were not significant in the total IRI.

Juvenile black rock-fish from shallow sublittoral gravel habitats at
Deadman Bay and Guemes Island had an entirely different diet composition which
emphasized epibenthic prey such as shrimp, harpacticoid copepods,~ and gammarid
amphipods.

*
Holmquist (1973) suggests that N. .awatchensis should be considered as N.

mercedis in the Northeast Pacific. We have, however, left it as N. awatchensiS
to minimize confusion. 131



Scalyhead Sculpin

Scalyhead sculpins were the second most common cottid observed in the
rocky/kelp bed SCUBA observations in the vicinity of San Juan Island. The
few specimens which were procured by slurp gun or spearing indicated a
diverse array of organisms——pelagic, epibenthic, and benthic——were included
inits diet. Harpacticoid copepods were the most important prey. - Chaeto—
gnaths (pelagic arrow worms), calanoid copepods, crabs (Petrolisthes
eriomerus), crab larvae, inysids, shrimps, gammaridand hyperiid amphipods,
fishes, euphausiids, and caprellid amphipods were of secondary importance.

Caprellid amphipods (Caprella mendax, C. laeviscula, C. ~~ilibra,
C. natalensis, C. incisa, C. guacilior, C. ferrez, Metacaprella ke~nerlyi)
and tammarid a~hipods (Photis californica, P. bifurcata, ParapleusteS
pugettensis, Podocerus sp., ErichtoniuS brasiliensis, Lembos sp.) and shrimp
(He~ptacarpus sp.) were listed as prey of sealyhead sculpins collected in
Nereocystis kelp beds on the outer coast of Vancouver Island (Leaman 1976).

Stnoo thhead Sculp in

Sinoothhead sculpins were not common in beach seine collections in either
northern Puget Sound or along the Strait of Juan de Fuca. They appeared in
almost all the tidepool collections along the strait and were especially
common at Observatory Point and Slip Point. Gammarid amphipods and hippolytid
shrimp together formed 84.0% of the total IRI. Fish (including Pholis sp.),
sphaeromatid isopods (including GuorimosphaerOlfla oregonensiS, Exosphaerp~
~plicauda, and enella sheareri), polychaete annelids, and pagurid
(hermit) crabs (including Pagurus beringanus) were of secondary importance
(Fig. B—34).

Leama&S (1976) collections of smoothhead sculpins in the~
kelp beds in Barkley Sound, outer Vancouver Island, indicated that aniphipods
(caprellids, Caprella equilibra, C. incisa and ganimarids, Photis bifurcat~,
P. californica) composed the highest proportion of the prey, followed by
shrimp (Betaeus setosus, Lebbeus~~1flae), crabs (Pachychei~ sp., Podocep~
sp.) and fish (northern clingfish, longf in sculpin).

Rosylip Sculpin

While not found abundantly during the DOE studies in northern Puget Sound,
rosylip sculpins were ubiquitously distributed among the intertidal collection
sites along the Strait of Juan de Fuca. In that region gaimnarid amphipods
(67.8% of total IRI) and sphaeromatid isopods (including Gnorimosphaerolna
2~onensis, Exosphaer~!~ atnplicauda, and pynamenella sheareri; 20.8%) composed
the majority of the IRI prey spectrum (Fig. B—35). Idoteid isopods (including
Idotea wosnesenski), polychaete annelids, crustacean larvae, and mysids
(including Archaeomysi~ ~bnitzki) compo sed most of the remaining important
prey organisms. -.
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Caprellid (Caprella incisa, C.. equilibra) and gaimnarid amphipods
(Parapleustes pugettensis, Advoides sp.) were the principal prey of rosylip
sculpins in the Nereocystis kelp bed habitat in Barkley Sound, outer Vancouver
Island (Leaman 1976).

Padded Sculpin

Principal prey of padded sculpins from northern Puget Sound were
gammarid amphipods (89.1 percent of total IRI) and several other epibenthic
crustaceans——the flabelliferan isopod (Gnorimosphaeroma oregonense) (6.5
percent) and tanaids (3.0 percent). In these collections from the eastern
shoreline (i.e., Legoe Bay) gammarid amphipods also were the most prevalent
prey (88.7 percent of total IRI), followed by unidentified Caridean crustaceans
(shrimp; 5.7 percent), and sphaeromatid isopods (3.7 percent) (Fig. B—36).

In the Strait of JUan de Fuca padded sculpin were common at Twin Rivers
and Beckett Point, and were especially abundant in winter. Epibenthic
crustaceans——gammarid (including Corophiidae) amphipods, hippolytid shrimp
(Heptacarpus kincaidi, H. tenuissimus), crangonid shrimp, sphaeromatid
isopods (Gnorimosphaeroma oregonensis and Exosphaeroma amplicauda), and
idoteid isopods (Synidotea sp. and Idotea wosnesenski)——were more abundant
than benthic prey organisms such as polychaetes (Fig.B—37).

Silverspotted Sculpin

In northern Puget Sound silverspotted sculpin commonly appeared in the
pocket gravel beach habitat (Deadman Bay) beach seine collections from July
through October. The spectrum of prey identified from these specimens was
oriented toward epibenthic crustaceans, speaificaily gainmarid amphipods
(40.1 percent of total IRI; including Amphithoe sp.). flabelliferan isopods
(39.6 percent) and shrimp (9.6 percent; Heptacarpus stimpsoni) (Fig. B—38).

Silverspotted sculpin specimens from cobble and gravel habitat sites at
Cherry Point, Shannon Point, andLegoe Bay appeared to be even more specialized
in their diet. Gammarid amphipods were 32.7 percent of the total IRI, shrimp
7.2 percent.

Of the sites sampled along the Strait of Juan de Fuca, beach seine
collections at Twin Rivers, Morse Creek, and Jamestown generally provided the
most silverspotted sculpin. The prey spectrum (Fig. B—39) was almost evenly
divided between mysids and gammarid aniphipods.

Roughback Sculpin

Roughback sculpin were collected in the shallow sublittoral habitat only
in the Strait of Juan de Fuca, in winter beach seine collections at Beckett
Point. Shrimp, including hippolytids such as ~ptacarpus tenuissimus,
crangonids such as SclerocrangOp~ alata and Cran~g~p~ sp.., and unidentified
pandalids, composed 83.5% of the total IRI. Gammarid amphipods and polychaete
annelids were of minor importance (Fig. B—40). -
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Sharpnose Scu1p~

Sharpnose sculpin were found to be common members of the tidepool fish
assemblages along the Strait of Juan de Puca, especially at Slip Point, Morse
Creek, and North Beach, but only at Point Williams were they collected by
the beach seine. Gammarid amphipods and sphaeromatid isopods (Gnàrimosphaeroma
oregonensis, Exosphaeroma ainplicauda, and Dynamenella sheareri~) made up
94% of the total IRI (Fig. B—41).

Calico Sculpin

The stomachs of several calico sculpins collected at Fidalgo Island
(Anacortes region) contained 23 gammarid amphipods and nine harpacticoid
copepods.

Along the Strait of Juan de Fuca, however, calico sculpin appeared often
in tidepool collection~, mostly at Observatory Point and Slip Point. As with
the sharpnose sculpin, gammarici amphipods and sphaeroinatid isopods made up
the majority of the IRI prey spectrum for the calico sculpin~ however,
barnacles (principally cirri) were also a numerous (40% of total prey abundance)
component in the diet (Fig. B—42).

Mosshead Sculpin

Mosshead sculpins were not included in the collections in northern Puget
Sound, due, perhaps, to the lack of sampling in rocky littoral habitats as
they were often included in tidepool collections along the Strait of Juan de
Fuca. They were particularly abundant at Slip Point and Observatory Point.
The diet was more diverse and quite different from the other two ClinocottuS
species. Barnacles were the predominant prey organism while gammarid axnphipods
and sphaeromatid isopods did not contribute significantly to the diet (Fig. B—43).
Algae (including Urospora mirabilis, Porphyra sp., and Iridaea sp.) composed
38.7% of the total IRI, followed by harpacticoid copepods, sabellid annelids,
nemertean worms, and ostracods.

Buffalo Sculpin

Buffalo sculpins caught in northern Puget Sound had in their stomachs
numerous pieces of algae (ulvoid type), constituting 61.8 percent of the total
IRI, accompanied by two amphipods (25.0 percent), and one partly digested fish
(13.2 percent). The sample size was too small, however, to determine whether
the consumption of algae is representative of the food habits. Buffalo
sculpins originating from the Cherry Point region also indicated a high
contribution by algae. Nonalgae prey taxa included gammarid amphipods
(13.8 percent of total IRI), insects (11.2 percent), polychaetes (9.2 percent),
crabs (5.3 percent), nudibranchs (4.7 percent), ~ychnogoflids (4.1 percent), sticks
and organic debris (2.5 percent), and flabelliferan isopods (2.4 percent;
primarily Exosphaeroma amplicauda).

Among the beach seine collections along the Strait of Juan de Fuca,
juvenile buffalo sculpins were most common at Twin Rivers and Beckett Point.
Tidepool collections at Observatory Paint and North Beach also provided a few
specimens. Gammarid amphipods, algae (including Enteromorpha jntestinalis,
Ulva fenestrata, Porphyra sp., and Phyl1ospha4j~. sp.), and polychaete
annelids were identified as the principal components of the overall prey
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Fig. B—41. IRI prey spectrum of sharpnose sculpin in shallow sublittoral
and littoral habitats along the Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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Fig. B—43. IRI~prey spectrum of mossh~ad sculpin in littoral habitats along
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spectrum (Fig. B—44). The high incidence .(.31.5%of.totalIRI) of algae again
suggests that they may. constitute more. than an incidentally consumed food item.

Adult buffalo sculpin collected in a gravel—cobble habitat inNisqually
Reach, southern Puget Sound (Fresh et al. 1979), had consumed algae (also
principally ulvoid types) almost exclusively, such that 93% of the total IRI
was algae. Most of the prey animals were gammarid amphipods and polychaete
annelids. Johnson’s (1968) in—depth analysis of the food habits of buffalo
sculpin in Humboldt Bay, California, indicated that capreilid (Caprella sp.)
and gammarid amphipods (inc. Amphithoe sp.) were the predominant food
organisms, composing 66.3% of the total IRI spectrum (Fig. B—45). Again,
algae (Ulva lobata) were a major component (16.4% of total IRI) in the diet.

Red Irish Lord

Red Irish lord were characteristic of the demersal fish assemblage in
the gravel—cobble pocket ~beach habitats in northern Puget Sound and were often
found in the rocky/kelp bed habitat. They appeared to be~ an almost completely
bottom—oriented carnivore, preying on flabelliferan isopods (42.8 percent of
total IRI), brachyuran crabs (39.9 percent; Cancer magister, C. oregonensis,
C. productus, Pugettia gracilis, Mimulus sp.), fish (13.4 percent), and
shrimp (1.3 percent).

Although they were not frequently collected along the Strait of Juan
de Fuca during the MESA studies, Leaman (1976) identified them as common
members of the Nereocystis kelp bed assemblage in Barkley Sound, outer
Vancouver Island, his documentation of their prey organisms indicated
approximately equal gravimetriccontributions by crabs (Pachyche1e.~ rudis,
Loxorhyrichus crispatus, Cancer oregonensis), gammarid amphipods (Erichtonius
brasiliensis) and eaprellid amphipods (Caprella equilibra, C. incisa, C.
natalensis, C. laeviscula, C. mendax, C. ferrea).

Longf in Sculpin

The longf in sculpin was the most, frequently observed cottid and third
most common species over the combined SCUBA transect observations (85 percent
frequency of occurrence) in the rocky/kelp bed habitat of northern Puget
Sound. The prey spectrum was very diverse, with a number of rare prey items
included in the overall sample. Harpacticoid copepods were the most important
prey, contributing 55.4 percent of the total IRI; polychaetes (23.9 percent)~
crabs (8.7 percent), gammarid amphipods (5.7 percent), shrimp (1.5 percent),
and crab larvae, (1.5 percent) were of secondary importance. Although epi—
benthic organisms were taken more frequently, benthic organisms made the
greatest contribution to the total prey biomass.

Longf in sculpins also appear to be common members of the rocky/kelp bed
habitats along the Strait of Juan de Fuca (Jeff Cross, Univ. Wash., unpub.
data) and in the Nereocys kelp bed habitat along the outer coast of
Vancouver Island (Leaman 1976). In the latter region, gammarid amphipods
(Parapleustes pugettensis, Photis californica, Erichtonius ~~jlien~~)
appeared to be their most important prey, supplemented by other carideari
crustaceans and polychaete annelids.
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Fig. B—44. IRI prey spectrum of buffalo sculpin in shallow sublittoral
habitats along Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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Fig. B—45. IRI prey spectrum of buffalo sculpin generated from data
included in Johnson’s (1968) analysis of their food habits
in Humboldt Bay, California.

I

—I

.50 ~2OO 250

147



Pacific Staghorn Sculpin

Staghorn sculpins were probably the most ubiquitous cottid in the shallow
sublittoral region of northern Puget Sound. Considering the/sample size from
this region, the overall prey spectrum (Fig. B—46) is not v~ry diverse.
Emphasis is on benthic organisms, with flabelliferan isopods (32.2 percent
of total IRI), and bivalve siphons (29.6 percent) being equally important;
polychaetes follow with 11.5 percent. Crabs account for 8.9 percent of the
total IRI; fish, 51.7 percent; crab larvae, 4.3 percent; tanaids, 3.3 percent;
gammarid amphipods (including Atylus sp., Allorchestes sp., Paraphoxus
spinosa, and Euhaustorius sp., Paraphoxusspinosa, and Euhaustorius sp.), 1.3
percent; and bivalves, 0.5 percent. Although not as frequently preyed upon,
fish (including juveniles and larvae of Pacific herring and juvenile striped
seaperch, Embiotoca laterali~) and oxyrhynchan crabs actually composed the
majority of the biomass ingested. Included in the decapod and general
peracaridan crustacean categories were Crangonfranciscorum, Idotea resecata,
and Cancer magister.

Also, the most common nearshore demersal species collected along the
eastern shoreline, they occurred dominantly in collections at the Fidalgo Bay,
Drayton Harbor, and Padilla Bay mud/eelgrass sites and the Brich Bay sand!
eelgrass site. Overall prey composition from the eastern sites is dramatically
different than those in the western area (Fig. B—47). Gammarid amphipods
are much more important, providing 69.8 percent of the total IRI. Other prey
taxa are rather equally represented by crabs (8.8 percent, Hemigrapsus
oregonensis, H. nudus, Cancer magister, Pinnixa sp., and Paguridae), shrimp
(8.2 percent; Crangonidae, Callianassidae, including Upogebia pugettensis,
and Penaeidae), isopods (5.7 percent, Exosphaeroma ~~1icauda, E. media),
fish (3.2 percent; juvenile staghorn sculpins, shiner perch, and rockfishes),
and polychaete annelids (3.2 percent).

Along the Strait of Juan de Fuca, Pacific staghorn sculpin were one of
the few nearshore demersal species which occurred commonly in the beach seine
collections at all sites; however, collections at Jamestown and Beckett Point
provided more specimens than the other sites. The diverse prey spectrum
(Fig. B—48) included both benthic and epibenthic organisms and, unlike the
northern Puget Sound spectrum, was dominated by fish (46% of total IRI, including
buffalo sculpin, Enophrys bison, ,shiner perch, Cymatogaster aggregata, Pacific
sand lance, tube—snout, Aulorhynchus flavidus, juvenile salmon, Oncorhynchus sp.,
other Pacific staghorn sculpi;,LeptocottuS armatus, and unidentified flatfish,
Pleuronectidae), true shrimp (17.5% of total IRI, including Heptacarpus taylori,
Pandalus danae, Crangon alaskensis, and C. stylirostris), mysids (11.7% of total
IRI, including Neomysis awatschensis), polychaete annelids, and crabs (6.2% of
total IRI, including Pugettia richi, Telmessus cheiragonus, Cancer magis~f~,
and Hemigrapsis oregonensis).

Jones (1962) extensive studies of Leptocottus populations in Tomales Bay,
California, included documentation of an overall diet oriented almost exclusively
toward benthic shrimp (Crangon sp. and Upogebia pugettensisa, 92.3% of total
IRI combined); fish (northern anchovy, Engraulis mordax and shore crabs
(Hemigrapsus oregonensis) were secondary prey organisms (Fig. B—49). Life
history studies of staghorn sculpins in Anaheim Bay (~sto 1975) similarly
illustrated both the variety of food organisms consumed and the importance of
decapod crustaceans, specifically Pinnixa sp., Hemigrapsus oregone~~4~ and
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Fig. B—46. IRI prey spectrum of staghorn sculpins in northern Puget Sound.
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Fig. B—47. IRI prey spectrum of staghorn sculpins from shallow sublittoral
habitats along eastern shoreline of northern Puget Sound.
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_..L6uL_o1G~t~_ER~~.C RLCULALLON_OE~J Lv ft5.1tY~_1ND1 CFS)

PEQCFNT OnMINANCE INDEX .48 .07 .11
_Sj~ANNO~frWFINE~ OIvEP~1TY —-______ _2. 1’ _4.40 .3.63

Fig. B—48. IRI prey spectruw of staghorn sculpin in shallow
sublittoral habitat of Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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FRED NUN. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY ITEM OCCI.JR COt4P. CO’4P. I.R.I. TOTAL IPI

upC~FBIA PUGETTENSIS l~..O9 lO.~9 15.49 419.6 5.90
ENGRAIJLIS MORDAX 1?.~’4 6.47 26.43 41S.~ S.9fl

~A~tJ~~F GONE t~ .7’S 70?O. Q .30
IJNTr)ENTTFIEO 5.75 2.94 .61 20.4 .30
TEIrOSTET _______________ 4.60 2.94 1.13 IB.7 ______________

LUANASSALON~tMA14A ~34~ • 767.79 33.?) .50
CA~CFP NAGISTF:P 1.45 1.76 .84 9.0 .10
CLUPEA HAPENGUc Phi LAST 2.30 1.76 1.19 6.~ .10
URECIIIS SP. 1.15 .59 4.~4 6.2 .10
CyMhTOG~STEP AGGOEGATTA 1.15 .59 1.43 2.1 .00

PREY TAXA ~1TH FRED. ~CClIR. ~F55 THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AN?) GPAVI’4ETPIC
CtWP’)SITION BOTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FpON THE TABLE AND PLOT
tOUT NOT FROM CAlCULATION OF DIvERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX 1.21 .25 .75
SHANNON—WEINER DIVEPSITY 2.01 234___

Ti~EsSTN~FLY 56 •6B

Fig. B—49. IRI prey spectrum of Pacific staghorn sculpin in Tomales Bay,
California documented by Jones (1962).
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Callianassa sp. (Table B—5). Fish, mostly the arrow goby, Clevelandia ios,
also occurred frequently.

Leptocottus from Everett Bay, central Puget Soimd, examined by
Conley (1977) had consumed mostly Corophium sp. and other gannnarid amphipods,
based on numbers, while other Leptocottus armatus.and mud shrimp, Callianassa
sp., -composed the majority of the total prey biomass (Table B—6).

Great Sculpin

Great sculpins were retained only in collections from northern Puget
Sound. One juvenile great sculpin from a beach seine collection at Deadman
Bay had two unidentifiable decapods in its stomach. Another from a beach
seine collection at Guemes Island contained 17 gammarid amphipods, 17 benthic
gastropods (Littorina scutulata) and a piece of alga.

Tidepool Sculpin

Tidepool sculpin were numerically the predominant fish in the intertidal
collections along the Strait of Juan de Fuca. They were especially abundant
at four sites——Slip Point, Observatory Point, Twin Rivers, and North Beach.
Gaimnarid amphipods and sphaeromatid isopod species (Gnorimosphaeroma oregonensis
and Exosphaeroma amplicauda) dominated the prey spectrum (Fig. B—50),
combining for 80.3% of the total IRI. Harpacticoid copepods (8.2% of total
IRI), polychaete annelids (4.9%), and barnacles (4.3%) constituted the more
important secondary prey items. Sphaeromatid isopods were quite important
at the sites in the eastern half of the Strait but were only fourth or fifth
in importance at the three western sites; there barnacles and harpacticoid
copepods or hermit crabs replaced sphaeroinatid isopods.

Nakamura’s (1971) analysis of the food habits of tidepool sculpin at Port
Renfrew, on the west coast of Vancouver Island, B.C., showed harpacticoid
copepods and gammarid amphipods to numerically predominate; insects, polychaete
annelids and isopods were of secondary importance (Table B—7).

Saddleback Sculpin

The saddleback sculpin was reported only from tidepool collections at
Slip Point and Observatory Point in the Strait of Juan de Fuca. They had
fed primarily upon gaxnmarid amphipods (Fig. B—5l); the second most important
prey for the saddleback sculpin was harpacticoid copepods.

Fluffy Sculpin

Fluffy sculpins were common in collections from Slip Point, Observatory
Point, and Neah Bay along the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Among the three
Oligocottus species, -gammarid amphipods contributed more to the prey spectrum
of the fluffy sculpin; accordingly, sphaeromatid isopods were the least
important in the diet of this species (Fig. B—52). The three isopod species—-
Gnorimosphaeroma ~gonensis, Exosphaeroma amplicauda, and Dynamenella sheareri——
were equally represented. Harpacticoid copepods, polychaetes, and idoteid
isopods were secondary food organisms.
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Table B—5. Prey composition (frequency of occurence) of Pacific staghorn
sculpin in Anaheim say, California documented by Tasto (1975).

PREDATOR s83lo2aeol — LEPTOCOTTUS ARMATUS (PAC. 5TAGHORN SCUL.PN)

INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) TABLE
FROM FILE WENT. REF 67. STATION SLSTA ______________

FREO NIJM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
- PREY ITEM z OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IR

ZIXA ~1.60
HEMIGRAPSUS OREGONENSIS 20.70
CALLIANASSA SP. 17.40
CLE~LA~IA lOS 10.30
DECAPODA $.90
COROPHIUN ACHERUSICUM 6.10 ________

TELEOSTEI ~2.8O --

ANPI4ITHOE SP. 2.40
FUNDULUS SP. 1.90
HYALE PLUMLJLOSA 1.40
DECAPODA 1.40
DIPTERA ______ _________ 1.40 ______________

PoLYCHAETA~~ •.90 -

GAMMARIDEA .90
- OXIUROSTYLIS SMITHI .90

CRANGON SR. .90
EULALIA SR. .90
HYALE SP. _____________ •90 _____-

TAGELUS SP. .90
GONIADA SP. .90
LEPTOCOTTUS ARMATUS .50
ALLORCHESTES SR. .50 —

CANCER ANTENNAPIUS .50
POTANIDIDAE - _________ .50 ___________________

~H~INOPS AFFINIS - -~ - .50 —~

HYALE RUBRA .50
CAPRELLA EQUILIBRA .50
BIVALVIA - — .so -— _—_—--._— -

PLEURONECTIDAE .50
CLAUSIDAE__________________ .50 _____________

PREY TAXA WITH FREQ. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FPOM THE TABLE AND PLOT

-~ — (BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .00 .00
~SI1ANNONWEINER DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00 —

EVENNESS INDEX .00 .00 .00
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Table B—6. Prey composition (numerical and gravimetric composition) of
Pacific staghorn sculpin in Everett Bay, Washington, documented
by Conley (1977).

DpFflt~T(~P ~3~310?I~01 — LEDTOCOTTUS A~4ATUS (PAC. STAGHO~N SCUL~N)

T?~JDEX OF PELATIVE I~4POPTANCE (I.P.I.) TABLE
FROM FILE bENT. PEF 63. STATION SLSTA _____

FPEQ NUM. GRAV. PREY PERCENT
~PREYIT~ ~OCCtJR COMP. COMP. I.P.T. TOTAL IPI

.10 .10

CI~ACE~ .20 .80
CD~’!CO~ ~. .40 .50

~PLoTICHT~YS STELLATUS ~ - .10 .10 - -~

I.~v,~TflACEA 3.20 .10
~FDTOCflTTttS ARMATUc ______ _____ .30 45.00 _______

(~10E~ 14.40 .40
TFtEOSTEI .10 •60
C~L~!Al~1AScA S~. .60 23.00
!c~1DA .70 .10
(OI’J~ ~°. 79.30 2.90
(~~TFPOSTEuS ACULEATIJS .10 1.00 ___________________

.~0 —~;oo~~
AM’AODYTES HEXAPTEPUS •?0 .80
~≠yTTL ‘$5 s~. .10 .10

P~E~ YAXA WITH FPEO. OCCUR. LESS TH4N 5 AND NUMERICAL ANt) GPAVIMETPIC
CO~A~OSITbON p0TH LESS T~4AN 1 APE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT ___________

(R$IT ~JOT FPOM CAt CULATION OF DIVEPSTTY INDICES)

~ERCFNT DOMINANCE INOEX .65 .26 .00
5N~’ON-WEI”FP OIVEPSITY 1.o~ 1.65 .00
EvE~NESS INOEX .28 .4? .00
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8831022401 — ~I0OC0tTUS ti~CtL0SUS
TIO€PO(3_ 6C1.LPIN

~JJSTE0 SIUIPLE SIZE 512

PPFY TA~_WTTH F £1J9,_LES5J~&N.5 ANO Ht,I4ERIC~L~NQ Yr4ETPTC
COHPOSTTION ‘~OTH LEcS THAN I APE EECLUflE() FQOH THE TARLE ANT) PLOT
(RI)T NOT FR4)~ CAICIILATION OF DIVERSITY INDICESI

PERCENT no,4INaNCE INDEX .1~ .15 .38
$~AN%ON~rE1NED DIVERSITY 3.27 3.63
LV~N~ESiJNOE. .85 .61 .12

Fig. B—50. IRI prey spectrum of tidepool sculpin in littoral habitats
along the Strait of Juan de Fuca.

INDEX OF REL$1TIVE UfORTRNCE (I.R.I.) 0tR0R~1
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FPEO NUN. GRAy. PDEY PERCENT
PREY TTE~ OCCUR CO,’P. COMP. I.P.1. TOTAL 181

WO 180

Gu1~ARIOEA q~q~

HArfl’ACTICOIOA
CTPRT°EOIA 19.63
POIYCHAETA _Ii.!4L
DIPTFRA 7.81
DST0ACODA 5.08
IN~CTA

3.71
NE~EPTEA 2.73

7.94

P0~tIQIfl~E. 2.94
I~NTrwN1TrrEo 2.94

J5!ACE~
14V0104E 0.’?
GOXDcIDAE .98

GL’~CFdIf~AE .39
.39

27.07 23.46 ‘674.7 54.62
11.06 24,IL ~2SS.~ ~5~h5
24.30 .60 i90.~ 8.15
12.16 1.38 2Il.~ 4.3?
~ 14.72. 2’0.fl 4.90
0.77 .26 15.9 .32
1.66 .59 u.S .24

1.09 .30 5.2 .11
.54 1.OM 4.4 .09

~
.39 7.00 ~ .38

I.”5 2.00 8.8 .16.28
.79 3.84 6.3 .13
.20 1.35 1.9 .01

.0 .0?

.11 1.76 .7 .00

.05 1.57 .6 .01
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Table B—7. Prey composition (numerical composition) of tidepool sculpin
at Port Renfrew, Vancouver Island, B.C., documented by Nakamura
(1971).

P~EDATOR $831022401— OLIGbCOTTUS MACULOSUS ~~ (TIDE:POOL SCOLPIN)

INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE ~I.q.I.) TABLE
FROM FILE WENT. REF 6$. STATION SISTA

-~~ -- -.

FRED NUN. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
- - PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.J. TOTAL IRI

Ôi~~CODA-~ - .70
COPEPODA 61.40
NOLLUSCA •40
GAMMARIOEA ~3.6O -

OECAPODA 1.00

~OSTEICKTHYES
ISOPODA 3.50
ANNELIDA 4.30 - — -

CAPRELLIDEA .10

PREY TAXA WITH FPEO. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVTMETR!C__.__
COMPOSITION ROTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT

BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

~PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX ~ ~~44 ;oo~
SHANNON-WEINER DIVERSITY 1.67 .00 .00

______ EVENNESS INDEX •50 .00 .00
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Fig. B—51.

PREY ITEM

8831022402 — OLIGOCOTTUS RIIIENSIS
S~DOLEB~c1c SCULPIN

AOJJSTEIJ SAMPLE SIZE = 75

GA~~MARI!)EA 56.00 3R.14 55.04 5718.5 74.16
I4APPACTICOIOA ~ 14.69
5PI-~AER0~ATIDAE ?2.f~7 14.43 16.57 702.7 9.99
PflLYCI~AETA 4.00 1.03 1.44 9.9 .14
CtPiUJ~EDi~________________ _4 • 0 Q~_2 .i5~.9&_-—_1~4 -9 ~_.2i_______—
FLABELLIFERA ?.67 1.03 1.44 6.6 •09

ISOPODA 1.33 .34 1.92 3.0 .04

AP~t~L1DEA 1.33 4.12 .02 5.~ .08
NATa~JTIA 1.33 .34 2.64 4.n .06
CflTTID4E ~ .14

~PFY TAXA WITH FPEO. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GOAVIMETRIC
~

IRUT ~4OT FPfl~’ CALCULATIO’~ OF OIvE’~S1TY INDICES)

p~C~~EJ~QEX .2L.34
SHANNONWFINEP DIVERSItY 2.50 2.35 1.18
EVENNESS INDEx .54 .51 .25

INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTf~4Ct (I.R.I.) DIAGRAM
FROM FILE IDENT. 76—78. STATION ALSTR
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IRI prey spectrum of saddleback sculpin in littoral habitats along
the Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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8831022403 — OLIGOCOTTUS 5NYDERI
FLUFFY SCULPIN

ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE = 86

120 140 160

CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FPEQ NUN. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY ITEM OCCUR COUP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IPI

GAM~~4aPIoEA SR.14 47.58 58.10 6143.7 81.64
.SPE~O~AtI!1àE__—_-—-——--— 26 .14__1 0 .3~~12 •

HAPPACTICOIDA 17.44 IR.01 .76 327.5 4.35
POLYCHAETA 12.79 3.46 15.64 244.3 3.25

_w~A1DACEA_________ 12.79—3.93— i .34_—__~Z.-3-—-—--—-~
IDOTEIDAE A.14 2.54 7.14 78.A 1.05
CIPPIPEDIA S.R1 3.00 .14 18.3 .24
Qsi~6CODk__
NEUFUTEA 3.49 .69 1.00 5.9 .08
CAPRELLIDEA 2.33 1.15 1.00 5.0 .07

~LL1DPE~ 1 .16_~. .~a 5_____~2-__—_—•-0 8_____~___—

PREY TAXA WITH FPEO. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
cnUpoSTTIONNoTHLEcs~N 1 ARE ExCLU~ED ~pflU ETASjE AND PLOT_________

Th8uT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

______ PEUCENT DOMINANCE INDCX •2~_.38 .68

SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY 2.61 1.99 1.09
EVENNESS INDEX .60 .46 .25

Fig. B—52. flU prey spectrum of fluffy sculpins from littoral habitats in
Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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In Nakamura’s (1971) comparison of the food habits of Oligocottus
maculosus and 0. snyderi at Port Renfrew, Vancouver Island, B.C., 0. snyderi
was shown to feed much more upon gannuarid amphipods than 0. maculosus,~while
polychaete annelids and isopods were of secondary importance (Table B-8).
Accordingly, harpacticoid copepods, which composed over 60% of the total
number of prey consumed by 0. inaculosus, composed less than 5% of the prey
consumed by 0. snyderi.

Cabezon

Juvenile cabezon caught by beach seine at a cobble beach habitat (South
Beach) in northe~im Puget Sound had full or nearly full stomachs.
Oniscoidean isopods were the most important prey (55.6 percent of total IRI).
Various epibenthic decapods (41.0 percent) including a shrimp (Heptacarpus
stimpsoni), a crab (C~ancer ore~onensis), and amphipods (mostly Eusiroides sp~,
also Atylus sp. and Allorchestes sp.), and a parapagurid hermit crab (3.4
percent) were also included in the prey spectrum.

Cabezon from northeastern Guemes Island and Legoe Bay collections along
the eastern shoreline had consumed Dungeness crab, Cancer magister, shrimp
parts, and a rock.

O’Connel (1953) described the food habits of cabezon in California
throughout their life history. Based on both frequency of occurrence and
gravimetric~mposition, crustaceans (primarily shrimp, Spirontocaris sp.
and Hippolytidae, crabs, Cancer sp., Pugettia sp. and Grapsidae, and gammarid
amphipods) and fish (Cottidae, Gibbonsia sp. and Blennidae) were important
prey of juveniles (Tables 9a and ba); crustaceans (Cancer sp., Pugettia sp.,
Scyra sp., Grapsidae) and molluscs (Haliotis sp., Acmaeidae) were important in
the diet of subadult (Tables 9b and lOb); and crusEaceans (Cancer sp., Majidae,
Pugettia sp., Phyllolithodes sp., Scyra sp., Hemigrapsus sp., Pasurus sp.
Cryptolithodes sp., Idotea sp.), molluscs (Haliotis sp., kcmaeidae, Cephalopoda,
Mimulus sp., Polyplacophora, Bivalvia) and fish (Sebastessp., Citharichthys sp.,
Cottidae) were all important in the diets of adult cabezon (Tables 9c and lOc).
O’Connel (1953) also illustrated seasonal differences where, based on gravimetric
composition, crustaceans became more important than fish in the spring diet
spectra for juvenile cabezon; molluscs were important to subadult cabezon just
during spring; and fish and molluscs increased in proportional contribution
during winter and spring in the diet of adult cabezon. In Quast’s (1968)
analysis of food habits of kelp bed fishes, decapod crustaceans and ceaphalo—
pods (Theuthidida), predominated the diet of cabezon (based on frequency of
occurrence) whilefish (Perciformes), unidentified algae, other crustaceans
and gastropods also occurred frequently (Table B—ll).

Tubenose Poacher

Beach seine collections in the Strait of Juan de Fuca (Twin Rivers and
Morse Creek) provided tubenose poacher stomach samples which illustrated
a very specialized diet oriented almost exclusively toward mysids (Fig. B—53).
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Table B-8. Prey composition (numerical composition) of fluffy sculpin at
Port Renfrew, Vancouver Island, B.C., documented by Nakamura(1971).

PREDATOR •8831022403 ~OLTG0COTTtJS SNYDERI (FLUFFY SCULPIN

INDEX OF R[LATIVE IMPORTANCF (T.P,I.) TABLE
FROM FILE bENT. REF 68, STATION SLSTA

FRE() HUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT

PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. !.R.!. TOTAL IRI

OSTRACODA -

COPEPODA 3.60
MOLLUSCA .60
GAMMARIDEA - 70.00
DECAPODA .60
INSECTA .60
ISOPODA 11.80
ANNELIDA 12.20
CAPRELLIDE4 .50

PREY TAXA WITH F~EO. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETR1C
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT

—~ (BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES) - -

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .52 .00 .00
SHANNON-WEINER DIVERSITY y.46 .00 .00
EVENNESS INDEX .46 .00 .00
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Table B—9. Prey composition (frequency of occurrence and gravimentric
composition) for general prey categories consumed by juv
enile (a), subadult (b), and adult (c) cabezon in central
California documented by Connell(1953).

PREDATOR 8831023101 — SCORPAENICHTHYS MARMORATUS - CABEZON

INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) TABLE
FROM FILE IDENT. REF 69, STATION SLSTA

—

a. juvenile
FREO NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT

PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.P.I. TOTAL IRI

-~ CRIJSTACEA 75.00 46.40
OSTEICHTHYES 25.00 53.60

PREY TAXA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED FpQM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .50 .00
SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY .00 1.00 .00
EVENNESS INDEX .00 1.00 .00

_b. subadult -

FRED NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IRI

CRIJSTACEA 72.70 91.60
MOLLIJSCA 18.20 5.10
ROCK 3.30

PREY TAX4 WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERiCAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .84 . .00
SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY .00 .50 .00
EVENNESS INDEX .00 .31 .00

c. adult

FRED NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IRI

~CRUSTACEA . 59.80 51.80
MOLLUSCA 27.40 16.70
OSTEICHTHYES 8.50 26.20
UNIDENTIFIED 3.40 3.40
ANNELIDA .90 1.00
POCK - . . - 1.50 - -

PREY TAXA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .37 .00
—. - SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY .00 1.75 .00

EVENNESS INDEX .00 •68 .00
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Table B—b. Prey composition (frequency of occurrence) for specific prey
categories consumed by juvenile (a), subadult (b), and adult
(c) cabezon in central California documented by Connell(1953).

Rl~UATO~4 8~310231O1 — SCORPAENICHTHYS MARMORATuS (CABt!ON

INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) TABLE
FROM FILE bENT. REF 69, STATION SLSTA

a. juvenile
FRED NUP4. GRAy. PREY PERCENT

PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IRI

SPIRONTOCARIS SP. 42.86
CANCER s~. 17.14
OSTE!CHTHYES 14.29

~GAMMARIDEA 14.29
COTTIDAE 5.71
GIBBONSIA SP. 5.71

— PUGETTIA SP. 2.86
BLENNIDAE 2.86
GRAPSIDAE 2.86
HIPPOLYTIDAE 2.86
COPEPODA 2.86

PREY TAXA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .00 .00
SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00
EVENNESS INDEX .00 .00 .00

b. subadult -
FRED NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT

PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.b. TOTAL IRI

CANCER SP. 18.18
PUGETTIA SR. 18.18
OSTEICHTHYES 9.09
sc~r~ sp. 9.09
HALIOTIS SP. 9.09

_~GRAPSIOAE 9.09
ACNAEIOAE 9.09 - -

PREY TAXA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX - .00 .00 .00
SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00
EVENNESS INDEX .00 .00 .00
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Table B—1O (continued).

C. adult - FREO

PREY ITEM OCCUR
NUM. GRAy.
COMP. COMP.

PREY PERCENT
I.R.I. TOTAL IRI

CANCER SR.
t4AJIOAE
PIJGETTIA SR.
HALIOTIS SR.
ACMAEIDAE
PHYLLOLITHODES
SCYRA SP.
SEBASTES SP.
CEPHALOPODA
UNIDENTIFIED
MIMULTJS SP.
OSTEICHTHYES

— POLYPLACOPHORA
BIvALVIA
PAGURIJS SR.
CITHARICHTHYS SP.
HEMIGRAPSUS SR.
COTTTDAE
CRYTOLITHODES SR.
IDOTEA SP.

45 • 65
45.65
43 • 48
16.30
16.30

- 9.78
8.70
5.43
5.43
4.35
4.35
4.35
4.35
2.17
1.09
1.09
1.09
1.09
1.09
1.09

.00 .00

.00 .00

.00 .00

.00

.00

.00

sP.

PREY TAXA WITH FPEQ. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GPAVIMETPIC
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX
SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY
EVENNESS !NDEX
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Table B—li. Prey composition (frequency of occurrence) of cabezon from
southern California kelp beds documented by Quast(i968).

~pFflATflP 5P~3’l0?3I01 — cCO~?PALNICHTHYS ~lApM0PAT,c (CARE7ON

INC)EY ~F PELATIVE IMPOPTANCE (I.Q.I.) TARLF
FP~~M FILE 11)ENT. PEF SP. cTATto~’ SLSTA

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

FrED NUM. GRAy. DQEY PEPCENT
*P~Y ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IPI

— ~DECAøODA_PLE0CvEMATA
THEUTHIDIDA • 00
tZFDCIEOPMES 25.00

ThNTflENT1FIEOALG~E 25.00
C0USTACE~ 25.00
PLFflCYFMATA—CAPIflE~ 20.00

~GAcTPOQODA 12.00
RIVALVIA 7.00
CLiFO~~ CLUDEIFOPMES 7.00

PREY TAXA ~iTTH FrED. OCCUR. LESc THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
Co~PocITIoN ROTH LESS THAN ARE EXCLUDEDFOOM THE TASLE AND PLOT
(PUT NOT FPQM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PEOCENT DPMINANCF INDEX. .00 .00 .00
SHANNON_WFIMED DTVE~SITY .00 .00 .00
EvE~NESS INDEx .00 .00 .00
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE tI.R.I.) DIAGRAM

FROM FILE IDENT. 76—78. STATION ALSTA

8831081101 — PALLASINA BARBATA
TU8ENOSE POACHER

ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE 35

40 60 80 100

CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE
EPED MUM. DRAy. PREY PERCENT

PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.P.I. TOTAL IPI

MycTr)ACEA 74.29 94.07 88.80 13584.6 98.99
DA~M4R1DEA 17.14 1.34 2.21 60.9 .46
CIIMACEA 5.71 •39 1.12 8.~ .06
DAUMAPIOXE 5.71 .57 1.83 13.7 .10
NATAN~LA~_~ 5.7L_3.63. 6.04_ _55.3_~~ •40_

PREY TAXA wITH FPEO. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND UMEPICAL AND GPAVTMETRIC
COMPOSITION 80TH LESS THAN 1APE EXCLUDED FPOM THE TABLE AND PLOT
~R~T NOT FROM CALC1jL~TTON or DIvERSITY INDICES)

______ PEPCE~)T_RflMIiNCF~INJX_____ .89~__.79_._~_._~.98

SH4NNO’4_WO1MEP DT~ERSITY .41 .70 .10
EVENNESS INDEX • 18 .30 .04

Fig. B—53. IRI prey spectra of tubenose poacher from shallow sublittoral
habitats in Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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Tadpole Sculpin

Although they appeared in neritic (townet) collections from both northern
Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca, stomach contents originated only
from collections in the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Gainmarid amphipods and mysids
were the prominent food organisms (Fig. B—54) suggesting an epibenthic feeding
behavior.

Pacific 8piny Lumpsucker

Beach seine collections at Cherry Point and Legoe Bay provided the few
Pacific spiny lumpsucker specimens for analysis of stomach contents. Gammarid
amphipods supplied 56.1 percent of the total IRI, hyperiid amphipods, 36.8
percent. Caprellid amphipods (3.0 percent), valviferan isopods (3.1 percent),
and cumaceans (0.6 percent) were incidental prey.

Sturgeon Poacher

Sturgeon poachers in the north Puget Sound collections originated from
collections at Birch Bay. The total IRI was rather evenly distributed among
cumaceans, gainmarid amphipods, shrimp (Crangonidae and Penaeidae), and
harpacticoid copepods. Polychaetes and tanaids were also found in the
stomachs.

Along the Strait of Juan de Fuca, winter beach seine collections at
Beckett Point and West Beach furnished the greatest number of sturgeon
poachers for stomach analysis. The overall prey spectrum (Fig. B—55) was
divided among cumaceans (36.3 of total IRI), gammarid amphipods (29.6%),
and harpacticoid copepods (22.9%) as primary prey organisms, and crangonid
shrimp (including Crangon alaskensis and C. stylirostris) as secondary prey.

Ribbon Snailfish

Beach seine and tidepool collections at Jamestown and Twin Rivers along
the Straits of Juan de Fuca produced stomach samples of ribbon snailfish,
wherein over 94% of the total IRI was contributed by gammarid amphipods.
Sphaeromatid isopods (Gnorimosphaeroma oregonensis and Exosphaeroma ainplicauda)
and mysids provided the remaining 6% (Fig. B—56).

Tidepool Snailfish

Some tidepool snailfish from a beach seine collection at Birch Bay had
consumed principally gammarid amphipods (41.4 percent of total IRI), polychaetes
(39.8 percent) and valviferan isopods (15.4 percent), with shrimp (Penaeidae)
providing a small contribution (3.4 percent).

Along the Strait, tidepool snailfish were the most common snailfish in the
intertidal collections, and were regularly collected at Morse Creek, Observatory
Point, and Slip Point. As in the case of the ribbon snailfish, gammarid
amphipods contributed over 94% of the total IRI. Idoteid isopods (including
Sy-nidotea sp., Idotea wosnesenski, and Pentidotea montereyensis) and harpacticoid
copepods were also common prey items (Fig. B—57).
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIAGRAM

FROM FILE IDENT. 76—78. STATION RLSTA

PREDATOR 8831070101 — PSYCHROLUTES PARADOXUS
(TADPOLE SCULPIN I ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE 12

100

L~J
C)
~ 60
D

;60 _____

S
i— 80 H H
C)
cl_ 0 ~

0 U)

100 I I

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

________________ _________ F~EO HUM. GRAy. P~f:Y PEPCENT

DRFYTFM OCCUOCONP. COMP. T.R.I. TOTAL IRI

GAuM~~IDEA 50.00 37.50 58.47 4798.7 60.44
MYcTOACEA 33.33 50.00 37.04 2901.? 36.S4
SPH4FOflNATIOAE~ ___________ 16.67 8.33 3.37 1~5.fl 2.46
(~‘JTOF9TIFIED P.33 4.17 1.12 44.1 .56

~PFY TAX4 WITH FPE.Q. OCCUR. LESS TI-IAN 5 ANn N(J(.~E9ICAL ANO OPAVIMETQIC
COMPOSITION ROTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED FrOM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(OUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PEQCFNT OOMTNANCE INDEX .40 .4A .50
s~IANUON—wEIHER DIVERSITY 1.5? 1.22 1.14
EVEtINESS TNOEX .76 .61 .57

Fig. B—54. IRI prey spectrum of tadpole sculpins in neritic waters along
Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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Li Q Z ~ C)~ U C/) ZC~~

10Cc

FRED N(JM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COHP. I.P.I. TOTAL IRI

cCQFy TAXA .(ITH FPEQ. OCCHR. LESc THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GDAVTMETRTC
COOPOSITION ROTH LESS THAN I APE EXCLUDED FPOM THE TARLE AND PLOT

PUT NOT FPOM CALCULATION OF DIvEPSITY INDICES) —

PFC)CENT DOMINANCE INDEX .31 .17 .26
— SHANNON-WFINEP DIVERcITY P.09 3.0? ?.29

EVENNESS INDEX .44 .64

Fig. B—55. IRI prey spectrum of sturgeon poachers in shallow sublittoral
habitats along the Strait of Juan de Fuca.

INDEX OF RELRTIVE IMPORTANCE CI.R.I.) DIAGRAM

FROM FILE IDENT. 76—78. STATION RLSTA

8831080802 — AGONUS ACIPENSERINUS
STURGEON POACHER

ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE = 82
100

80

60

20

40

LI

Th

60

80

C)
C)

‘C)
-4
C)
C)
C)
C)
C)
U

50 100 150 200 250 300

CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

DAVMAPIDEA 51.22 17.33 17.15 1765.9 75.91
CLJ~6CEX __ 48.7&30.48_20.19 2471.6— 36.27_
HAC)QACTJCOIDA 37.93 43.31 4.13 1S62.2 72.93
GAMMARIDAE 70.05 ?.68 6.27 ?S1.1 3.69
NATAN~T1A_~ ___-~—~--- 19.51—-—- •92—_~8.68~__I87.4~___~2.75---——
TA~’AIDACEA 13.~1 1.53 1.74 43.R .64
0DLYCHAETA 13.41 .62 3.10 50.0 .73

13.41 .6029.58 ~406.0_ 5.96
c04-AFPONATIDAE 12.70 .49 .41 11.0 .16
MyCJfl;~CFA 10.98 .30 1.88 3•9 .35

STPACODA —- ~ 7.32 •O~ _.0~._ 1.2__.02_~_
UNIDENTIFIED 7.3? .33 .93 9.? .13
RIVALvTA ~.1O .15 .19 2.0 .03
HIPPOL~TIOAE 6.10 .21 2.64 17.4 .26

.443
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GAMMAPTOFA 43.59 62.78 36.65 4336.1 AS.29
GA~’AARIOAE 30.77 20.0033.29_ 1639._2S.83_~____~~
cpt-AEPOMATIDAE 17.95 3.89 4.05 142.5 2.25
My~1flACFA 12.82 4.44 3.25 98.6 1.55
~LINIOTTF1E7_— 7.6Q 3.61_. ?.7849..~_~.77
NArANTIA ~.T3 .56 6.54 36.4 .57
CPANGOUTDLE 2.56 .28 1.04 3.4 .05
PAlPIDA__~~~_ 2.56 .28~ 5.73 15.4_._~ .24~_~
GPAP5IDAE P.56 2.50 2.61 13.1 .21
IDCTEIDAE 2.56 .56 3.15 9.6 .15

PPFy TAXA WITH FPEQ. OCCUR. LFCS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION ROTH LESS THAN I APE EXCLUDED FPOM THE TABLE AND ~LOT
(OUT NOT rpo~A C4( CULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PEPCENT DOMINANCE INO~X .44 .26 .53
SHANNON-WFINEP DIVFPSITY 1.80 2.48 _____ 1.26
EVENNESS INDEX .47 .65 .33

Fig. B—56. IRI prey spectrum of ribbon snailfish along Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE tI.R.I.) DIAGRAM

FROM FILE IOENT. 76—78, STATION RLSTA

8831090806 — LIPARIS CYCLOPUS
RIBBON SNAILFISH

ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE 39
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8831090810 — LIPRRIS FLOR8E
TIDEFOOL SNRILFISH

PDJUSTED SRMPLE SIZE 87

20
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C)
•0

‘4
IC

IC
C)

86.21 66.50 66.55 11469.1 94.08
l8.39~_ 3.7~A6.O4 .363. _~. 2.98~
11.49 3.95 5.05 102.3 .84
10.34 20.41 .29 214.1 1.76

~1.09 .9L. 9.?~ .08
.19 2.73 10.1 .09

1.22 .30 3.5 .03
.58_2.15~_6.3 .05
.06 2.90 3.4 .03

jUL —

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

CUMULRTIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FPEO NUM. GRAy. PPEY PERCENT
PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.P.1. TOTAL IRI

0 AU ‘~ A P 1 DE A
_IDDTEIDAE
c2’4AFCOMAT lOAF
H APP A CT IC C) ID A
CAPPELLIDEA_ 4.60
HIPPOLYTIDAE 3.45
INSECTA 2.30
UNIDENTIF1ED~ ~2.30
NATANTIA 1 IS

POFY TAXtI WITH EPED. OCCUR. LESS THAN S ANn NUMERICAL AND GPAVIMETPIC
CO’4POSITION ROTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TARLE ANti PLOT
~UT NOT FR0U CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PFPCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .49 .47 .89
SHANNOU_WFINEP DIVERSITY 1.65 1.79 .43

_1VENUESS~ lNOEx_ ~. .... __. 35~_. 38~ -- .09 -

Fig. B—57. IRI prey spectrum of tidepool snailfish in littoral habitats
along Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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Shiner Perch

Shiner perch were relatively common in the nearshore beach seine catches
in northern Puget Sound, especially at Deadman and Westcott bays during summer;
they were also caught in the townet at Birch Bay, Cherry Point, and Burrows
Island. Prey composition was relatively equally divided between a number of
epibenthic organisms (Fig. B—58), gammarid amphipods (38.6 percent of total
IRI), cumaceans (29.2 percent), and polychaetes (22.2 percent) with caprellid
amphipods making a lesser congribution (8.0 percent).

Shiner perch also ranked high among the most abundant species in the
collections along the eastern shoreline, being especially common at the
Cherry Point (cobble habitat), Padilla Bay (mud/eelgrass), and Legoe Bay
(gravel) sites. Compared to the San Juan Islands samples, the prey composition
from these collections was considerably less diverse (H’ 2.61 for abundance
and H’ = 2.60 for biomass, versus H’ = 1.53 for abundance and H’ 1.26 for
biomass) and was dominated by gammarid amphipods (95.6 percent of total IRI)
with only minor contributions by calanoid cnp~pnds and isopods (Fig. B—59).

Shiner perch was one of the principal schooling nearshore fishes
characterizing the eastern MESA sampling sites along the Strait of Juan de
Fuca, especially at Beckett Point and Jamestown. The diverse IRI prey spec
trum was composed of gammarid amphipods (47% of total IRI), cumaceans, harpac—
ticoid copepods, tanaids, sphaeromatid isopods (including Gnorimosphaeroma
~~gonensis and Exosphaeroma amplicauda), algae, and calanoid copepods (Fig.
13—60).

DeMartini (1969) listed bivalve molluscs, gammarid amphipods, tanaids,
cumaceans, polychaete annelids and ostracods as the principal prey organisms of
shiner perch.

Weller’s (1975) analysis of shiner perch food habits in Anaheim Bay,
California, indicated that unidentified eggs dominated the prey biomass during
all seasons (Table B—12a—d) although topsmelt (Atherinops affinis) were
somewhat important in the spring, insects and mussels (Mytilus edulis)
appeared in the summer and fall diets and mussels, polychaetes, gastropods and
topsmelt occurred during the winter.

The studies of Bane and Robinson (1970) in upper Newport Bay, California
indicated only Potoamogetonaceae plants (includes eelgrass, Zostera marina),
crustaceans and rocks as the principal prey of shiner perch; this is based,
however, only on frequency of occurrence data (Table B—13).

Striped Seaperch

Striped seaperch from northern Puget Sound (Deadman Bay, Guemes Island
and Cherry Point) had a prey composition composed almost entirely of epibenthic
or benthic crustaceans——gammarid amphipods, valviferan and flabelliferan
isopods, crabs and shrimp, while in the Strait of Juan de Fuca (Beckett Point,
Twin Rivers, and Morse Creek) over 90% of the striped seaperch prey spectrum
was made up of gammarid amphipods, supplemented by sphaeromatid (GnorimosphaerOma
oregonensis) and idoteid (Synidotea nodulosa) isopods.
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.I DIAGRAM

FROM FILE IDENT. N PGSD. STATION ALSTA

PREDATOR 8835600201 — CYMATOGASTER AGOREGATA
(SHINER PERCH I ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE 31

100

L)
~ 80
0

=4

! : __________

H__ _

I ~
‘—4 -4 ~) 1~ ‘P ‘~4 ~- -~

W ~1
I— (J 6) 6) 6) ~4 ~4 P~ -4 6~ 6).
(_) 6) 6) 6-6 6)6)6)~46

6) —4 6) 6), 6)4-6~6)_~6)U
6) 6) 46

cz 6), U U

LU).,
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180

CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FPEO NI~~i~ GPAV. P9EV PEPCENT~
GREY TTE”4 OCCUP COHP. COMP. 1.9.1. TOTAL 191

___________ - ss;oo 38.82 29.10 18585.6 86.10~

Pflt YCHAFTA 32.00 2.17 34.10 1160.6 5.40
— ‘ACEA—— ~6.3O 16.81 1380.9 - 6.40

CACPELLIDEA 23.00 4.31 12.09 377.2 1.70
6.00 2.90 .99 23.1 .10

C!PO1PE~JA 6.00 1.60 .03 9.9 .00
rATDACEA—~’ 6.00 .43 .03 2.~ .00
C0D~P0DA 3.00 10.31 .48 32.4 .20

——PIVALVIA— 3.00 1.114.35 16.4 .10
GACTPOPOOA 3.00 1.22 .02 3.7 .00
DECAPflOA—NPACHYUPA.O0~ .05 1.?~ 3.8 .00

PRFY-TAXA WITH F°FO. OCCuR. LE46S- THAN S AND NUMEPICAL AND GPAVIMETPIC —

CnuPnclTIflN 80TH LESS THAN 1 APE EXCLUDED FPOM THE TAPLE AND PLOT
(4~tlT 6-tflT FPOH CALCULATIDN-OFDTVEPSTTY INDICES

~-—--PEpCENT—DnM1NANCr- INDEX .]0.25
~HANNON—WE1NFP DIVEPc!TY 2.15 2.23 .80
EVENNESS- !NflE~ -—— .62—- .65 -— -

Fig. B—58. IRI prey spectrum of shiner perch in northern Puget Sound.
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CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

FRED NtJM. GRAy. PPEV PEPCENT

_____ PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IPI

(MMARIOEA~.______________ 53.0ft_6T.8~ 78.317~ft.~’__~3O———----
CALANOIDA 14.00 23.74 13.38 519.7 6.20
IsOPODA 12.00 4.74 3.87 103.1 1.20
CRUSTACEA _____ 4.00 3.14 1.06 16.8 .20
ANTHOZOA 2.00 .04 2.25 4.6 .00
PAGIJPIDAE 2.00 .13 1.06 2.4 .00

PREY TAXA WITH FPEO. OCCUR. LESS TH4N S ~ND NUMERICAL AND OPAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION 80TH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FPOM THE T4PLE AND PLOT
(8UT NOT~p ~A ULAI1QN_PLJ~5lli~ INOICE~L ~

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .5? .63 .86
SHANNON~WEINER DIVERSITY 1.?S 1.11
EVENNESS INDEX .49 .43 .2?

Fig. B—59. IRI prey spectrum of shiner perch from shallow sublittoral habitats
along the eastern shoreline of northern Puget Sound.
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PREDATOR 8835600201 — CYMRTOOASTER AGGREGATA
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Fig. B—60. IRI prey spectrum of shiner perch in the Strait of Juan de Fuca.

INDEX OF RELRTIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.I DIAGRAM
FROM FILE bENT. 76—78. STATION ALSTA

8836600201 — CYMATOGASTER AGGREGATA
SHINER PERCH
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CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE
FRED NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT

pRFy ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. 1.4.1. TOTAL IRI

G4*~MA°IDEA 39.69 10.49 24.43 1351.1 44.51
cuCE____~~__-_ 19.45 27.31
SPEPOMATID4F 13.10 3.61 10.07 179.1 5.90
TANAIDACEA 11.90 14.09 7.45 256.4 9.45
HADPACTICOIO~__ 11.3123.7O__2.99_~301.9 ~.9.9.S
IDCTEIDAE 7.73 .45 2.18 20.3 .67
ROLYCHAFTA 6.95 .3? 3.75 26.6 .88
GAMMAOID4E - 5.36 S.96 7.85 74.2 2.44
C.4yC-TDACEA 4.76 1.35 2.77 19.6 .65
I)LnT0IC-~LES 4.17 .97 17.19 75.7 ?.49
~10.?5_1.24__~_41.0~~_1.35-
NATANTIA 1.19 .05 1.14 1.4 .05
fC-LLTANACSIOAE .50 .03 7.46 4.5 .15

Par)’ TAXA WITH FRED. 3COIIP. LESS THAN 5 ANT) NUMEPICAL AND GPAVTMETR!C
EO”4DOSTTION ROTH LES0 THAN 1 APE EXCLuDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(RCC iOT FRflM CALCULATION OF DI VEPSITY IND~CES)~.__~

.13 .27
3.34 2.4?

.64 .49

PFPCFNT DOMINANCE INDEX .19
SHA,4N04-4WFINEP DIVERSITY ?.BS
EvENUESS iNDEX .58
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Table B—12. Prey composition (gravimetric composition) of shiner perch
during spring (a), summer (b), fall Cc), and winter Cd) in
Anaheim Bay, Califorñia, documented by Weller(1975).

PREDATfl~8M3S~Ofl2fl1 CY~4ATOGASTEP AGGREGATA (SHINER PERCH~

INDEX flF ~ELAT1VF IMPORTANCE (I.P.I.) TABLE
FROM FILE IDENT. REF 53. STATION SLSTA

FRED NUN. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PPEY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COUP. t.R.I. TOTAL TRI

ENTEPOMOQPHA
CHLOQOI-4YTA 1.70
TEGTJLA SP.
(~AcT~OiDODA 1.10
ULVA SP. -

CA~RELL IDEA _____ __________

OLTVELLA SP.
tINrOENTEFIED EC,G 36.90
NYc TOACEA
ATHERINOPS AFFINIS 5.00
PLEOCYEMATA—CA~IOEA
MYTILUc EDULIS _____ 1.30 — —~

AM P -41 ~ fl 0 A
P01 YCH4ETA 1.10
COPFPODA
DI°TEPA 3.70
0cT~CflflA
CPUSTACEA ______ _______________

~PEY TAXA WIT-I FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION ROTH LEES THAN ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
i~uT IqOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .14 .00
SH4NNDN—MFINFP DIVERSITY .00 1.25 .00
EVENNESS INDEX .00 .44 .00

bsurnm~ FRED NUN. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
— P~EY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IRI

(APPFLLII)EA —______ ____

DI~TEPA 6.70
ENTEPOMOPPHA
JNyoc~NTIF1Er) E~ - ~ ~~9.70
PLEOCYEMAT~—CAQIOEA
MYC IDACEA _____ ______

~E~TjiAApJ~~
MYTTLIIS EDULIS 5.30
CO°EPOI) A
AMPHIPOOA -~

ULVA SD.
OSTDACOOA
C~U5TACEA
OLIVELLA 5P.

~PQFY TAXA WITH FLEO. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL ANO GRAVIMETRIC.
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS TI-lAN 1 APE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(~IJT ‘JOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INOICES) _____________ —- -

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .49 .00
SHANNON—WFINFQ DIVERSITY .00 .85 .00

~EvENNESc INDEX .00 .54 .00
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Table B—12 (continued).

OP~35~O02(~ —~Y~1ATOGASTER AGGPEGATA - - - (SHINER PERC~-!

INDEX OF RELATIVE IMDoPTA~,ICE (I.Q.I.) T4RLE

_______ ________ FROM FILE IDENT. REF ~ STATION SLSTA _____

—_________ — —

FRED N(JM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.1. TOTAL IRI -—

MY~IflACEA
OLIVELLA S~.
GAcTR0000A .90
PLFOCYFMATA—CAQIDEA
UNIDENTIFIED EGG _____ 65.50 ______ __________

CAPQELLTDEA
DT~TFPA 1.70
ENTEQO~OP~HA
~‘vTIL’tS EPULIc 2.30 -~

OSTR~.CODA
POLYCHAETA ________ ________ 1.60 _____

~CP~c~CE~
AMPHIPODA
COPEPODA --

PREY TAXA WITH FPEQ. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GP4VIMETRIC_____
COMP ION ETHAN ARE EXCLUDED FQOM THE ~ABCEA~D~L~T
(RUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENTOr~MINANCEINDE~ .00 ~~43 .00
SHANriON_WEI~1EP DTVE~SITY .00 .78 .00
EVENHESS INDEX .00 .34 .00

~.w~n~er FRED MUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT —

PQE~fITEH~OCCUR COHP. COMP. T.P.I.~TOTAL IRI

CPUSTACEA
CHLOPOPHYTA .80
OLIVFLLA SR.
GAcTROPODA - 2.80
ULVA SR.
OSTOACODA _____ __________ ____________ _______

ENTEROMOPPHA
UNIDENTIFIED EGG 28.70
TEGULA SP.
AM P HI POD A
~l0CCHO0OATA .80
COPFPODA _____

MYTILuC EO’.JLIS - B.70
DIQTFRA .10
Pot YCHAFTA 5.50
C4~FLLTDEA .

ATHERINOPS AFFINIS 2.70
MycIi)ACEA

~[~flCY~ATA~C4PIDEA -——.———

P~EY TAX4 WITH FREQ. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GPAVTMETRJC.
COMPOcITION BOTHLESSTHANI ARE EXCLIIDEDFROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(Rut NOT FPOM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDT(~ES)

pEptEN’rooMTNANcE~rNoFx ~00~~09
SHANNON—WFINER DIVERSITY .00 1.46 .00
EVENNESS INDEx .00 .49 . ~fln
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Table B—13. Prey composition (frequency of occurrence) of shiner perch
in upper Newport Bay, California, documented by Bane and
Robinson(l970).

~AGGQEGATA (SHINER PERCH

INDEX 0F ~ELATTVE I!~PORT~NCE (I.P.I.) TABLE
~R~’M FILE IDENT. REF ~4, STATIO~~t SLSTA

FPEQ NUM. GRAV. PREY PERCENT
PPEYITE’~ OCCUR COMP. COMP. 1.P.I. TOTAL IRI

POTAMOGETON4CEAE 69.00
CPUSTACEA 5A.fl()
POCV SI.00
QHODOPHYTA
CHLOQOOHYTA
OcTEICHTHVES
AN~.’EL IDA
PH~EflPHYTA

PREY TAYA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
Cfl~OSITI’N ROTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(RUT “JOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PEPCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .00 .00
5HANNON-~FINEP DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00

~E~ENNESS TNDEX ~0O ~OO 00
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DeMartini’s (1969) analysis of the comparative feeding mechanism
morphology among the surfperches indicated that bivalve molluscs, acmaeid
limpets, the shrimp, Callianassacäliforniénsis, isopods, gammarid amphipods,
gastropods (especially Thais sp.) and caridean crustaceans were important
prey of striped seaperch. -

Gnose’s (1967) detailed study of striped seaperch in Yaquina Bay, Oregon,
indicated that the gainmarid amphipods Amphithoe sp. and Anisogammarus sp.
comprised the most frequently eaten prey item (Table B—14); mussels, barnacles,

.chironomid insects and isopods (Idotea sp.) were of secondary importance.
Alevizon (1975) did an extensive comparative study of striped seaperch feeding
ecology in southern California. He found that, on the basis of prey biomass,
gammarids, polychaete annelids, caridean crustaceans, caprellid amphipods and
isopods were equally important at Santa Cruz Island (Table B—l5a) while just
gamniarid and caprellid amphipods and caridean crustaceans were of importance
to fish collected along the Santa Barbara shoreline (Table B—15b).

Pile Perch

Pile perch collected in the vicinity of Guemes Island and Cherry Point had
consumed mostly valviferan isopods (73.1 percent of the total IRI), bivalves
(10.5 percent), crabs (9.7 percent), and gammarid amphipods (4.5 percent).
Those collected along the Strait of Juan de Fuca, however, had consumed
gastropods (32.1% of the total IRI), pagurid crabs (Pagurus beringanus, P.
granosimanus, P. hirsutiusculus; 22.6%), gammarid amphipods, (13.6%), brachyuran
crabs, (11.5%), sphaeroinatid isopods, (2.6%), valviferan isopods (5.9%) and
tanaids, (2.8%).

Pagurid crabs, fissurellid and acmaeid limpets, the bivalves Pododesmus sp.,
Mytilus sp. and Hinnites sp. and the gastropod Thais sp. were listed as
principal prey of pile perch by DeMartini (1969).

Wares (1968) has provided an extensive analysis of prey composition, using
frequency of occurrence and estimated percent volume, of pile perch in three
regions of Yaquina Bay, Oregon. In general, barnacles (Balanus sp.), mussels
(Mytilus sp.), crabs (Cancer magister, C. productus, and C. oregonensis) Other
bivalves (Clinocardium sp., Prototheca sp.) and shrimp (Upogebia sp.) were the
prevalent food organisms. When examining variations in prey composition by
seasons, crabs, particularly Cancer magister, appeared predominantly in the
spring while barnacles and mussels comprised the greatest proportion of the
diet during the rest of the year. In comparing the three regions of the bay
(upper, mid and lower) there were no consistent trends although decapods
appeared to be most important in the diet of pile perch occupying the lower
bay and bivalves other:than mussels appeared predominantly in fish from the
upper bay. In general, however, there was no change in feeding ecology, as
all prey were epibenthic or benthic organisms which were “picked~ from the
bottom.

Quast’s (1968) documentation of the food habits of pile perch in southern
California kelp beds indicated that decapod crustaceans, bivalve molluscs
and ophiuroids were the principal prey of all size classes while only
gastropods entered significantly into the prey spectra of fish 200—299 tutu in
length (Table B—l6a & b).
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Table B—14. Prey composition (frequency of occurrence) of striped seaperch
in Yaquina Bays Oregon, documented by Gnose(1967).

PREDATOR PB356003’fl — E’~BIflTOCA L4TE~ALIS (STPIPED SEAPEPCH

INDEX OF PELATIVE IMPORTANCE ~I.P.I.) TABLE
FROM FILE IDENT. REF 57, STATION SLST4

FRED NUN. GRAV. PREY PERCENT
~PPEY ITEM - -~ OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IPX

A~4PHITHOE S~. 90.60
AIUSOGA~1ARUS SP. 90.60
MYTILUS SP. - 25.60
RALANUS SP. 20.50
DIPTERA_CHIPON0MIDAE 1fs.20
IDOTEA SP. 16.20
MYTTLIDAE -- 13.70
IJPO~EBIA SP. 9.40
POLYCHAFTA 7.70
UNIDENTIFIED ALGAE 6.~0
LITTORP’4A SP. .00
CLINOCAQDIUM SR. 4.30
OSTPACODA 3.40
CANCER SR. 3.40
MEMBRANIPORA SP. 3 • 40
MACDMA SP. 2.60
CtJ~4ACE4 2.60
COLEOPTEPA ______ 2.60 _____

Cfl0~A~~1’70
TI~tJLIDAE 1.70
HYfl~O7OA 1.70

~~HISSA SP.~ - - .90
ACMAEIDAE .90
BUCCINUM SP. .90 _____ _______

SILIQIJA ~ .90

~~PFYTAXA WITH FRED. OCCLJR.~LESS THAN 5 4N0 NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION ROTH LEcS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FPOM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(RUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES) _________

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .00 .00
SHANNON—UFINEP DIVEPSITY .00 .00 .00
E’JENNESS INDEX ~.00 .00 — .00
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Table B—15. Prey composition.(frequencY of occurrence and gravinietric
compsoition) of striped seaperch at Santa Cruz (a) and Santa
Barbara (b), California, documented by Alevizon(1975).

~FD~ñP 3S60~3O1— FMqIOTOC4 LATEQALIc (STRIPED sE4~EPCH

INDEX nF DELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) TABLE

_________ -— — FROM FILE IDENT. PEF ~6. STATION SLSTA__________- —

FPFQ NUN.

-~ PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP.

17.00
21.00
10.00
14.00
7.00

18.00

38.00
16.00
33.00

GRAy.
COMP.

PPEY PERCENT
T.R.I. TOTAL IRI

GACTPO~OD4 75.00 -

FC1-I”IOTDEA 21.90
DECAPODA_PLEOCYEMATA 1B.R0
GALATHEIDAE 12.50
0ECAPOflA_PLEOCVEM~TA 12.50
ACMAEIDAE 12.50
DOLYOLACOPHOQA 9.40
PIvALVIA 3.10
OSTEICHTHVES 3.10

ThPMIIIPOIDEA - 3.10
PLEOCYE~ATA—C~IOEA
GAM~ARIDEA _____

IDOTFA SP.
CAPQFLLIDEA
ISOPODA
DOLYCHAETA

DPFY TAXA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
~~~ITION BOTH LESSTH4N1 ~QE EXCLUOEO FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT -

(BUT NOT FPOM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

~PEPCENTDhMINANCE INDEX .00 ~14 •O0
SHANNON—WEINEP DIVERSITY .00 2.35 .00
EVENNESS INDEX .00 .91 _______________________

.00

b. FRED NUN. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY TTFM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.P.I. TOTAL IRI

GASTRORODA 32.20
DECAPODA_PLEOCYEMATA 22.60
BIVALVTA 16.10
DECAPODA_PLEOCYEMATA 12.90
UNIDENTIFIED 9.70
OPMIUROIDEA 3.20 _____

(3.~M’~4AR IDEA
PLEOCYE~ATA—CAPIDEA
CAPRELLIDEA
POL YCH AFT A
I SOPODA

~GRAVIMETRIC
COUPOSITT0~ BOTH LESS THAN 1 AR~ EXCLUDED FPOM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .28 .00
SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY ______ .00 1.49 .00
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Table B—16. Prey composition (frequency of occurrence) of pile perch
100—199mm (a) and 200—299mm long (b) in southern California
kelp beds documented by Quast(l968).

PREDATOR R835600601 — PHACOCHILUS VACCA (PILE pERCH

INDEX OF PELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) TABLE
FROM FILE IDENT. REF ¶59, STATIOM SLSTA

a, FRED NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
- PREY TTEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.P.I. TOTAL IRI

OECAPODA_PLEOCVEMATA 68.00
BI\JALVIA 6A.00
OPhIti~0HthA 19.00
PLEOCYE9ATA_CAPIDEA 10.00
RPY(YZflA(ECTOP~OCTA) 9.00
TOCTEA PESECATA 9.00
GA~TPOPODA .50
GAMMAPIOEA .50
UNIDENTIFIED ALGAE .50

PPFY TAXA WITH FPEO. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOcITION ROTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(BUT NOT ~FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT OO~1INANCE INDEX .00 .00 .00
~SHANN0NWEINEQ DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00

EVEN~sIESS INDEX .00 .oo .00

- FRED NLJ~. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PREY ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.R.I. TOTAL IRI

LEOE 47.00
PIVALVIA 44.00
GA~TR0PODA 25.00
PPIuROIDEA 14.00

BPYOZOA(ECTOPROCTA) 6.00
UNIDENTIFIED ALGAE 5.00 _________________

GAMt~APIDE~
PLEOCYEMATA_CAPIDEA ¶3.00
TDOTEA RESECATA .50
CAPDTIDAE - -

PAGUP lOAF
MYTILUS SP. _______ _____

DONAX SP.

P~FY TAXA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION P.0TH LESS THAN 1 APE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(BItT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PEPCENT DñMINANCE INDEX .00.00.00
SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00
EVENNESS INDEx .00 .00 .00
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Redtail Surfperch

Redtail surfperch occurred abundantly only along the western Strait of
Juan de Fuca (Twin Rivers and Hydaka Beach). Over 70% of the prey spectrum
was gammarid amphipods. Mysids (including Neomysis awatschénsis>,
sphaeromatid isopods (including Gnorimosphaeroma oregonensis and Exosphaeroma
sp.), flabelliferan isopods, idoteid isopods (including Idotea resecata and I.
wosnesenski), and polychaetes were secondary prey (Fig. B—6l).

Snake Prickleback

Stomach samples from snake prickleback from northern Puget Sound
characterized this species as principally a benthic feeder. Bivalves
composed 48.7 percent of the total IRI, tanaids and polychaetes both accounted
for 21.2 percent, and gainmarids amphipods contributed 7.3 percent.

Oligochaetes accounted for 84.4 percent of the total IRI; gaminarid
amphipods, 11.0 percent; and polychaetes, 4.6 percent, in stomachs from fish
collected in the mud/eelgrass habitat (Fidalgo Bay) near Anacortes.

Gammarid amphipods and harpacticoid copepods were the major prey, based
on numbers, and polychaete annelids provided significant contributions to the
prey biomass of snake prickleback collected in nearshore habitats of Kodiak
Island, Alaska (Harris and Hartt 1977).

High Cockscomb

The must ubiquitous prickleback in littoral habitats along the Strait,
A. purpurescens was a predominant member of the intertidal assemblage at
Slip Point, Observatory Point, Twin Rivers, and Morse Creek. Nemertean worms,
gaimnarid amphipods, and polychaete annelids predominated in the overall prey
spectrum (Fig. B—62).

Based on frequency of occurrence, ganunarid amphipods, polychaete annelids
and gastropod molluscs predominated in the diet of high cockscomb examined from
San Simeon, California by Barton (1974) (Table B—li).

Based on frequency of occurrence, Peppar (1965) assessed the diet of
high cockscomb collected at Second Narrows, Burrard Inlet, British Columbia.
He found algae, polychaete annelids, gammarid amphipods and flatworms to be
the most commonly occurring food items (Table B—l8).

Black Prickleback

Almost three—quarters of the total prey IRI (Fig. B—63) of black
pricklebacks collected during the MESA studies in the Strait were gammarid
amphipods. Sabellarid and polychaete worms and several algae were also
important.

Anomuran crabs, ganmiarid amphipods and the alga, Ulva sp. were the
major constituents, based on frequency of occurrence, of the diet of black
prickleback at San Simeon, California (Barton 1973; Table B—19).
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PPEY ITEM

CUMULRTIVE FREQUENCY
FPEQ NUN. GRAy.
OCCUR COMP. COMP.

OF OCCURRENCE _________________

PREY PERCENT
I.R.I. TOTAL IRI

41.55 25.43 20.60 1Q12.? 36.18
~ 8?o~45

79.5k 12.00 6.09 ~3S.2 10.12
24.87 8.1? ~.64 476.3 8.06

__22~E.4___2_.iE___2.i3__~1~09 .1_2~0 8
14.31 3.81 2.03 106.4 2.02
14.04 2.70 7.24 139.4 2.65

9 • I ~ i~.74_U8.. ~ ___________

a).45 2.87 .9? 32.0 .61
7.75 .38 1.46 14.3 .27

7.04 1.71 .17 9.7 .18
3.52 .08 7.11 75.3 .48
1.41 .03 4.60 6.5 .1?

____~JO___!~ L_±!~L__L~O___ .0?

.70 .30 4.93 3.7 .07

Fig. B—61. IRI prey spectrum of redtail surfperch in shallow sublittoral
habitats along the Strait of Juan de Fuca.

INDEX OF RELRTIVE IMPORTRNCE (I.R.I.) DI~ORAM
FROM FILE IDENT. 76—78, STRTION RLSTR

8835600701 — ~MPHISTICUS RH000TERUS
REDTRIL SURFPERCH

RDJUSTEO SAMPLE SIZE 142

a;

Da)a)

o ;.~ -~
a; a)~

a)
~..-4 a)
C-)0a.

~

a;
a)
•0 a)

a; a) ;-, a; a)
a) a; a) a) a 9-~ S a)

•0 ‘a a; a) a) ~ a ~
U 0 ‘0 —) a)a; a;
a) ;~ ,-i .-i .aa) .~

a) a) •0 a; a; . a; U’0 -‘-4

~ -_1 a) ‘4 •0 .0 >,~4
a; .0 0 “4 a) ‘4a) ‘

a) a. ‘a a .-4 o>~ a)
C-) C) U) H n a.~ 0.

50 100 150 200 250

G~MMaPIOAE
-

My~ I DACEA
CPI’AFPO’.ATIDAE

J~”TFTflAE
~jN!PFNTTFJED
FLAOELLIFEPA
P nL~C1jA F TA

VALVIFERA
I H c C CT A
(CSTFICHTHYS
CQMJSONIDAE
G~ç!~ u~___.
PM,D~LIflAC

aP~Y TAXA WITH FPFO. OCCIIM. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICa)L AND GPAVIMETPIC
C0’4P9~ITIflN BOTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED FpO’4 THE TARLE AND PLOT
(RUT NOT FRO” CAt CIJLATION OF DIVERSITY ICIDICESt

PE~CENT O~”'TNANCE INDEX - .~S .1? .27
SHA,~)NOW—WEINEP DIVERSITY 7.55 3.41 2.35
EVENNESS INI)Ev .S6 .74 .51
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INDEX OF RELATIVE Ih?ORTRNCE (I.R.I.1 DIAGRAII
FRO1I FILE IDENT. 76—78. STATION ALSTA

8842120402 — ANOPLARCHUS PURPURESCENS
HIGH COCt(SCOI18

ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE = 273
10Cr

Ui
Li

60 C C
C —
44 CC

~ -44
C 06• on *.4

~ 40
* C) ,4 C C C Ca
4•WOt”414

— 0 00.4 I~ I~C • U 4.4 C Ca .0 E
0~

~ 20 _________

I—
Li
a.

I

20 _________

\mCa

~ 40
C

IC

• C

~ 60 C C‘0 Ct U 004

0 ~o 0 44 C) 4) * 0 at C — — C)
C..) 04 ‘0 Ca — 0. 1. Ca .0 0 .0’0 — 4~a 4.4 . 0 0 a. a. 44 44 —4.0

.0 .-4.0O—4aCae.
44 0 • 0 ..4CaW4.44*.00

Li C) ~. a. ‘0 ‘0 44 0 0 4) 4) 1. Cata. $4 * 0 .0 .0 — 0 0 1. 0
Ci ~

bC ____________________
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

CUIIIJLATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE
FRED NOW. GRAy. POFY PERCENT

PREY TTE~ OCCUR COWP. COMP. I.R.1. TOTAL IPI

NE~EPTE4 34.97 11.87 25.50 1272.9 43.11
DA!”APT’)EA 32.60 16.26 6.7~ 749.5 25.30
POLYCHAETA 22.71 6.97 20.86 631.9 21.40
HAOPICTICQIDA 8.19 4.19 .08 37.6 1.27

..J.INIDENIILLE 0 6 .9~_J.~.I9~._Z.d.9 29.1
PH000PKYT4 6.23 ~ 2.02 25.0 .85
SARFLLAPIDAE 5.49 3.91 .26 22.9 .76
cR1.49 .A.TIDAF ~S.49___L.63___J.7ç i ~ .~ .~

CHL000PHYTA 4.76 1.65 3.03 23.’ .79
RA~TPflPfl0A 4.76 1.14 4.36 26.? .60
,InroICHAIFc ~366 .7! 5.49 22.7 .77

CIPPIPEOTA 2.56 1.21 .54 4.8 .15
TEDEPELL1O~E 2.20 .71 5.82 14.3 .49
2±~OOGON1CLE~±4!libiALES / 2.20 .L_...3.23 8.0 .21
SAPFLLTDAE 1.83 3.77 .81 8.4 .28
CRiSTACEA 1.10 31.77 1.03 36.0 1.22
cCYTDS1oHfl’~ACFAE ~,j73 .14 1.49 1.7 .04
CRAN600TOOE .73 .14 3.23 2.5 .08
NFPETDAF .73 .14 2.33 1.0 .06
.LiiI!~~~ .~ .07 1.4! .5 .07

OEc44CaQESTT~CEAE .17 .14 1.7? .7 .02

NATAUTIA .17 .07 1.03 .4 .01
STYLOMuATDPHOPA—AIILA.COE0OA .1i~i.14 .14 .8 .02

PREY 7404 WITH FRED. OCCuR. ~F5c THIN 5 AND NUWERICAL AN!) GDAVI’4ETP!C
CO’~PflL IT I oN_5fl~ IE.c SJ.H~N_L.62f_E1CLUQEP_EP0~.._L~E_1A8LE_6ND._RL0T
(RUT NOT ERO’ CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PEP..CEN1J201i1!L4flCE_LNQE2 . I S • 13 ~30
SW4NNONWFINER DIVERSITY 3.63 3.63 2.24
EVENNESS INDEx .62 .66 .38

Fig. B-62. IRI prey spectrum of high cockscomb in littoral habitats
along the Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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Table B—17. Prey composition (frequency of occurrence) of high cockscomb
at San Sinieon, California, documented by Barton(1974).

pREDATn~ ~4?1~fl402 — 4N0PL?~QCHUS PURPURESCENS (HI(~4 COCKSCOMB

INDEX nF RELATIVE IMPORT~CE (I.R.1.) TABLE
FROM FILE IDENT. REF SB, STATION SLSTA — — —

FREQ NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
RREY ITEM — OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.P.I. TOTAL IPI

GAUMARIDEA 44.00
POLYCHAETA 40.00
GA~TPOPODA 40.00 V

Ti~fiOENTIFIED ~ ~V 24.00 V~VV~ ~ -

DECA000A_BPACHVIJRA 12.00
PHYLLOSPADIX 59. B.00 ________________________

ANPMURA 4.00
BIVALVIA 4.00

PREY TAXA WITH FPEQ. OCC~JR. LESS THAN S AND NUMERICAL AND GRAVIMETRIC
COMPOSITION ROTH LESS THAN 1 4~E EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(RUT NOT FPO’~ CALCULATION OF DIvERSITY INDICES) _____

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .00 .00
SHANNON_WEItIFQ DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00
~ V ~•~V~_V_~ —. ~ •Vfl V_V_.00 V __VV_ .00

186



Table B-18. Prey composition (frequenèy of occurrence) of high cockscomb
at Second Narrowà, Burrard Inlet, B.C., documented by Pepper
(1965).

PRET)ATOP E~4?12fl4fl~ — AP~OPLAPCHUS PLJRPLIPESCENS (HIGH COCKSCOMR

INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPOPT4NCE (I.P.I.) TAPLE

_____________ FROM FILE IDENT. REF 60. STATION SLSTA

FQEO NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PPEV ITEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.P.T. TOTAL IRI

UNTOENTIFIED ALGAE 32.40
POLYCHAETA 17.60
GAUMARIDEA 15.60
PLATYHELMIN’~HES 12.60
NEMEPTEA 5.50
UNTDFNTTFTED _______ 4.?0 ________

UYTILIDAE 3.40
PLFOCYEMATA—CA~IDEA 2.90
TSF’PODA 2.90

~ERE~DAE ?.10
LITTORINIDAE .S0

PREY TAXA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GPAVIMETRIC
COP~POSITTON ROTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCLUDED F~OM THE TABLE AND PLOT
(~3(JT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PEPCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .00 .00
SMANNON—WEINE~ DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00

~00—~00
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INDEX OF RELRTIVE IMPORTflNCE (1.R.I.) DIPORRI
~ FILE IDENT. 78—78. STRTION RLSTR

8842121401 — XIPIIISTER ATROetiRPUREU5
BLRCK PRICI~LE8RCK

~oo ~0JUSTED SRNPLE SIZE = 132

1.J V C

~80
V V

60

____________ CCC

— 4t0 — .4>.at

07 0.0..4CUU000C

a

5 20 ______________

40

I— C

U) C —60a- C 0 t RUS ~ n~
LI 0 U 1% C II C .0.0 C C U

— C .0 C 4* U 0.0000

, 80 . .~ ~
C..) C S t P.. 0. 0 ~ 0 0 U C Ca- 0 .0 0 — 11 — 0 .0 .4 0 0 U

~
1 ~ 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180

CUIIULRTIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE
FPE3 N1i4. GRAy. PREY PEPCEN7
OCCUR COMP. COMP. T.P.T. TOTAL IRIPREY ITEU

• ~auuap~~a V 62.~ 42.01 9.04 3209.A 73.39
19.70 16~2 .66 334.1. 7.65

PHflDOPF4YTA 14.39 6.74 10.60 2’.9.S 5.70
PCCLYCHA€TA 11.36 2.63 10.20 145.’ 3.33

~ 4.11 .~ 34..4 .79
LJNTOENTIFTED V 8.33 1.9k 5.10 58.7 1.3’
BAt~G1ACEAE V V V 7.58 4.68 17.31 166.6 3.81
cpo Pfl~4~4Ij.D.4L__. A.02_2.17 2 07___28.9 .1.1.

CHLOPr)PHYTA 5.30 3.20 3.10 33.4 .76
UL*~TPICHALES 3.79 .57 1.10 6.3 •15
DqUPPF5TIACEAF 1.79 1.14_1~_0V5_.~11•1 .71
NE’~ERTE4 V 3.79 1.03 .70 6.5 .15 V

ASFLLOTA/ 2.27 1.03 .05 2.5 .06
a ~a. ~7 j.0L_~O 0 2.3_~05

OAOTOOPODA V 2.27 .57 1.83 5.5 .1? V

~APELL1DAE 1.5? 1.14 .04 1.R .04
I.*OLLUSCA ~V.j~S3 .46__j~.31 2.7 .06
NATANTIA 1.52 .23 2.92 4.1. .11
HIDDOLYTTDAE 1.52 .34 2.41 4.? .10 V

a ~J.5? • 23 4.67 7.4 • 17
TEPEPELLTDAE 1.52 .23 1.60 2.9 .07
CHI.flPOPHYCEAE7Y0IIE~ATAt~ES .71. .57 1.03 1.2 . .03
CTDIINC,I,a .71, .11 1.88 ~.c .03
STTCHAEIDAE .76 V .11 V ~.7’ ‘•‘~ V .10

PHDLIOIDAE .76 .11 2.06 1.6 .04

PPEY ~AXA WT~TH FOED. OCCUR. LFAS TH6N 5 AND NUMEPICAL AND GDAVTMETPIC
CO*4POSITJON ROTH LESS THAN 1 ARE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT V

(RUT Pint FPD~4 CAt CUL4fl~0Lt.YVE9.SI1L_LNPJiES)

V PERCENT nfl’4TNAHCE INPEX .22 .01. V ~55

______~~36 ~ ~i~6J__________

Fig. B—63. IRI prey spectrum of black prickleback in littoral habitats
along the Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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Table B—l9. Prey composition (frequency of occurrence) of black prickleback
at San Slineon, California, documented by Barton(l973).

PPEDATOQ A~4212~I4fll — xIP~TsTEP ATROPUPPUPEIJS (BLACK PPICKLE~ACK

INDEX OF ~EL4TIVE IMPORTANCE (l.R.I.) TABLE
FRflM FILE IflENT. REF S5~ STATIOM SLSTA _____

FPE() NUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
— PREY ~TTEM OCCUR COMP. COMP. I.P.I. TOTAL IRI

AMOM(IRA
(AMMARIDEA ?4.00
IJLVA SR. 16.00
I~ODA - P.00 -

GICAPTINA 4.00
SMITHORA SP._____________________ 4.00 ______________________

GA~TROPODA 4.00
POLVCHAETA 4.00
FLABELLIFERA _____

PAGIiPIJS SR.
PETROLISTHES SP.

~
COMPOSITION BOTH LESS THAN I APE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND PLOT

_____ (BUT NOT FROM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INOEX .00 .00 .00

_________SHANNON—WEINEP DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00

E~E~ - ~ô0 .00
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Rock Prickleback

Although not as prevalent in intertidal collections as the black
prickleback, the rock prickleback occurred at most of the intertidal sites
along the Strait of Juan de Fuca and were common at Slip Point and Twin
Rivers. Numerically, the IRI prey spectrum of rock pricklebacks (Fig. B—64)
was more diverse than that of black pricklebacks. Gaimnarid amph±pods were
the predominant prey organism but composed less than half of the total IRI.
Instead, algae made a greater contribution; Rhodophyta, Chlorophyta,
Phaephyta, Ultrichales, Bangiales, and Gigartinacea combining for 44.8% of
the total IRI.

Algae, principally Smithora sp., Ulva sp. and Plocamium sp., were also
the pricnipal diet constituents, based on frequency of occurrence, of rock
prickleback collected at San Simeon, California (Barton 1974); gammarid
amphipods were the only prey animals (Table B—20).

Ribbon Prickleback

A ribbon prickleback from beach seine collection in northern Puget Sound
had 14 gammarid amphipods in its stomach.

Penpoint Gunnel
1’ ~‘(~ ~C,’~p

Penpoint gunnel from gravel pocket beaches in northern Puget Sound had
consumed oniscoidean isopods and gammarid amphipods (43.8% and 43.4% of the
total IRI, respectively), valviferan isopods (9.3%), shrimp (1.2%), and
several other epibenthic crustacean taxa.

Penpoint gunnels also appeared frequently in both beach seine and tidepool
collections along the Strait of Juan de Fuca and were most numerous at Twin
Rivers and Beckett Point. Epibenthic crustaceans——gaimnarid amphipods,
harpacticoid copepods, mysids, and valviferan isopods (Idotea sp.)—--were the
most important prey in the spectrum (Fig. B—65), composing 88% of the total
IRI. Benthic polychaete and nemertean worms composed 7.4%.

Crescent Gunnel

As with the penpoint gunnel, crescent gunnel in northern Puget Sound
preyed upon epibenthic and benthic organisms. Gammarid amphipods were the
principal prey item, totaling 78.4 percent of total IRI. Harpacticoid copepods
were less important, accounting for 10.2 percent. Tanaids made up 4.7
percent; polychaetes, 2.5 percent; valviferan isopods, 1.1 percent; and a
variety of epibenthic crustaceans contributed less than 1.0 percent of the
total IRI. The diet composition of crescent gunnels from the eastern
shoreline was quite similar to those in FRI’s San Juan Island collections.
Gammarid amphipods predominated (85.4 percent of total IRI), while polychaetes
(8.8 percent), crab larvae (2.7 percent), and hyperiid and caprellid amphipods
(each at 1.1 percent) were the less important prey.
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~T~C0TT’JAt’ Ft.
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PHYLLOPH(WACEAF
U)~)CCcC~I.Lr1Cj)
OXOHYNCHA
THCFrTI,_____________
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10.06 7.83 164.6
2.02 19.22 138.7
2 C’ 7 tO 11

6.90 2.02 .52 17.5 .65
‘.75 5.04 3.85 91.1 1.91
4.6Q__4.~I__lQ ~2~____~5~6____a,45___________
?.30 1.01 .00 ?.3 .09
1.15 .25 4.54 5.9 .21

_1.i5_~__i_.Q1 1.4 —

1.15 1.01 1.56 2.9 .11
1.15 1.01 .00 1.? .04

________ 1.15 .25 1.77 2.~ .09

1.15 .25 9.56 11.3 .42

PPEY TAXA WITH FQEQ. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GPAVIMETR!C
COU0OSITION PflTH LESS T.4A9 1 ARE EXCLUDED FPOU THE TASLE AND PLOT
(RUT NOT FPfl~ CAt CULATIflN OF OIvE~SITY YNDJ~FS)

PEOCENT fCflUT~JA%jCE INDEX
SHANNON—C~FINFP DIVERSITY
EVENNESS INDEx _____

.13 .09
3.55 3.74

.73 .77

Fig. B—64. IRI prey spectrum of rock prickleback in littoral habitats along
Strait of Juan de Fuca.

INDEX OF RELflTIVE IMPORTRNCE (I.R.I.) DIRDR8M

FROM FILE bENT. 76—78, ST6TION flLSTR

8842121402 — XIPHISTER IIUCOSUS
ROCK PRICKLEBRCK
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FRED HUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT

~ TTEM ~ ~F. ~. 1.8.1. TOTAL IPI

GAMMARIDEA 36.78 28.21 3.09 1191.3 43.01
18.39 10.83 9~1ft__~!9_,J____I~.~16

IILflTPICHALES 17.24 8.06 4.19 211.2 7.69
ICNJDFNTIFIED 1?.A4 5.54 4.60 128.2 4.79

9.20
8.flS
C. - On
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Table B—20. Prey composition (frequency of occurrence) of rock prickleback
at San Simeon, California, documented by Barton(1974).

DPEI)ATOR ~2I4fl~ -. XIPHISTEP HUCflSUS <ROC)( PRICKLFB4C’~

INOEx OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.P.I.) TABLE
FROM FILE IDENT. REF 55, STATION SLSTA

FRED NIIM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
PQF’v~JTFM - OCCUR CaMP. COMP. I.P.I. TOTAL IRI

SMITHORA sp. 44.00
1JLV4 SP. 44.00
PLOCANIUM SP.
GA~’NAPIOEA 4.00
RHODOGLOSSUM SP. 4.00
CLADOPHORA SP. 4.00
~HYLLOSPADIX SR. 4.00

- R~FY TAXA WITH FRED. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL ANO GRAVIMETRIC
fl~4P0SITION P0TH LESS THAN 1 APE EXCLUDED FROM THE TABLE AND ØLOT

(BUT NOT FPOM CALCULATION OF DIVERSITY INDICES)

PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .00 .00 .00
SHANNOM—wFINFP DIVERSITY .00 .00 .00
EvE~jNESS INDEX .00 .00 .00
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J-4 AP2ACLLCIiLDA .4428 .i5_~ ~. 23~_3 9.5-2 L0.SY

~2~.S0 10.96 19.54 381.3 10.20
12.50 14.33 21.38 446.4 11.94
~ CC4C ~ 1HQ7 7~.7
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U~N1DE~TlLLC~L 7.9~_ 2~. 02~3.S5___4k.~ 1.19
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~T~P~iYIiQ~E ~,55_~7__3~78 ZL.i •~6 ____________ —
POLYCHAETA 4.55 .67 2.31 13.6 .36
FLARFLLTFFPA 3.41 .87 3.46 14.7 .39

____ __________ 2J,J~_3~96__9~.4
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PERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .19 .15 .33 _________

SHANNON—WEINER DIVERSITY ?.92 3.14 2.26
EvEN’iESS INDEX .64 .68 .49

Fig. B—65. IRI prey spectrum of penpointgunnel in Strait of Juan.de Fuca.
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In the Strait of Juan de Fuca, crescent gunnels were common in inter
tidal collections at Twin Rivers, Morse Creek, and North Beach and beach
seine collections at Twin Rivers which all contained crescent gunnel. Except
for dipteran insects, all the major prey organisms were epibenthic crustaceans.
Gammarid amphipods composed over 80% of the IRI; isopods (including sphaeromatid,
idoteid, and valviferan species), 7.4%, munnid crabs, 3.4% and harpacticoid
copepods, 2.7% (Fig. B—66).

Saddleback Gunnel

Saddleback gunnels occurred in the same habitats in northern Puget Sound
and had much of the same prey composition as the more common crescent gunnel.
Amphipods were also the principal prey (49.7 percent of the total IRI) but
oniscoidean isopods (not found in P. laeta stomachs) ranked a close second
(32.9 percent) in importance. Polychaete annelids (7.4 percent), harpacticoid
copepods (5.6 percent), cumaceans (2.0 percent), and valviferan isopods (2.0
percent) were also in these stomachs.

In the Strait of Juan de Fuca, gainmarid amphipods were important to the
diet (75% of the total IRI); secondary prey were sabellid worms, mysids, and
juvenile hippolytid shrimp (Fig. B—67).

Pacific Sand Lance

Over both northern Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca, Pacific
sand lance were similar in occurrence and distribution to juvenile Pacific
herring. In the former region, beach seine catches of Pacific sand lance
were most frequent and numerous at Eagle Cove, and townet catches, at Point
George and Westcott Bay. Along the Strait, both beach seine and townet
collections at Dungeness Spit and Kydaka Beach yielded high numbers.

Pacific sand lance were basically pelagic feeders with an even more
specialized prey spectrum than juvenile Pacific herring. In northern Puget
Sound calanoid copepods composed 88.5 percent of total IRI and gammarid
amphipods 9.0 percent. The prey spectrum from the Strait of Juan de Fuca
was even more oriented toward calanoid copepods (Fig. B—68).

Over 75% of the prey biomass of Pacific sand lance collected in nearshore
habitats at Kodiak Island, Alaska, consisted of calanoid copepods, supplemented
by crustacean zoea and nauplii and larvaceans (Harris and Hartt 1977).

Calanoid copepods are, in fact, the almost universal prey organism of all
other sand lance species (Ammodytes americanus, A. dubius, A. marinus. A.
tobianus and A. personatus) occurring in north temperate waters of the Atlantic
and Pacific Oceans (Meyer et al. 1979; Reay 1970; Scott 1973; Sekiguchi 1977;
Senta 1965).

Speckled Sanddah

Speckled sanddabs from the Strait of Juan de Fuca (Beckett Point) con
tained principally polychaetes and ganmiarid amphipods. Other less commonly
utilized prey included bivalves and their siphons, calanoid copepods, shrimp,
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) OIAGRAII
FROM FILE IOENT. 78—78, STATION ALSTR

1013

6842130205 — PHOLIS LRETA
CRESCENT GIJNNEL

ADJUSTED SAMPLE SIZE = 97

CUIIULAT lYE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE
~pEo NUN, GRAIl. PREy PERCENT
OCCUR CONP. COMP. T.P.I. TOTAL 181PREY ITEM

GANI4ARII)E8 69.07 27.~5 28.68 3876.6 74.36
11.40.. 3.2L_1i.fl ,P6~c 4.14

IDOTFIDAE 12.37 2.15 3.96 7S.~ 1.45
VA1VIFE~A 12.37 3.56 3.11 82.5 1.58

AR~&c~UCfl1’)A 1j4._lj.&7 .41 ~139..3 ~._2.67
GAMUARIDAE 10.31 9.20 20.40 305.1 5.85
DIPTERA 10.31 13.28 3.49 172.9 3.32

9.2&.._14..4L__A.76 178,4 1.~43
OSTRACODA 9.28 1.41 .05 13.6 .26
PAGUPIDAE 8.25 .89 .5? 11.6 .22
TANATPACEA 8.25 1.41 .69 17.1 .33
CIP4ACEA 5.15 .67 .14 4.2 .00
CI~PTPEnI4 5.15 2.82 .98 19.6 .38 *
NE~F:oTE4 , ‘.12 1.0~iS7ft_~L.7 .93
NYSIDACEA’ 4.12 1.26 2.56 15.7 .30
CDUSTACEA 3.09 .5? 1.89 7.4 .14
C~~HGCNTOAE 2.06 .~0 1.28 3.~ .04
CALAHOIDA 1.03 1.11 .01 1.2 .02

pPFy TA~4 WITH FPEO, OCCuR. LE5c Tl4AN S AND NUMERICAl.. AIm GRAVTMETRIC__________
COMPOSITION P0TH L(~S~ THAN I ARE EXCLIIOEO FROM THE TASLE AM) PLOT
(RUT NOT FPOM CALCIII.AT1ON OF DIVFRSITY TNDICES)

~ERCENT DOMINANCE INDEX .14 .16 .56
SHAI,NOM—WFINFR DIVERSITY 3,40 3.21 1.65
EVENNESS INflF~ .69 .6b .34

Fig. B—66. IRI prey spectrum of crescent gunnel
sublittoral habitats along Strait of

in shallow
Juan de Fuca.
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE (I.R.I.) DIAGRAM
FROM FILE bENT. 76—78. STATION ALSTA

6842130206_— PHOLIS ORNATA
SRDDLE8RCK OUNNEL
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CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE
FPEQ HUM. GRAy. PREY PERCENT
OCCUR COMP. COMP. 1.8.1. tOTAL IRIPREY ITEM

GAMMAPIDEA 50.00 37.47 10.94 2420.4 70.20
uy~1DACEA
Ij4.ITDENTIF!Efl 15.63 3.82 .80 72.2 2.09
GAM’4APJDAE 12.50 9.55 4.00 169.3 4.91
HIPDOLYTIDAE q.3p .95 9.53 98.3 2.85
~AeELL!DAE 9.38 27.45 3.23 287.6 8.34
G4STPOPODA 6.25 2.15 .54 16.8 .49
RIVALVIA ~__.2~_.O4 3.7 •Q2______________
POLYCHAFTA 6.25 4.06 1.28 33.3 .97
cPI.AEROMATIDAE 6.25 .72 .51 7.7 .22
HAR0ACflç~flA ~3.u1_2 • 1S_.. O_ 6 .J .. 19
NEPETDAF 3.13 1.19 .93 6.6 .19
CAI.CPTOAE 3.13 .48 1.98 7.7 .22

3.13_~3.5~_ .32__~l2.? ~.35~~_~__
~M~,flflyTIDAE 3.13 .48 3.26 11.7 .34
PLEJPONECTIDAF 3.13 .24 ~O.09 188.5 5.47

P~EY TAXA WITH FPEQ. OCCUR. LESS THAN 5 AND NUMERICAL AND GPAVTMETRIC
COMPOSITION ROTH LESS THAN I ARE EXCIJIDED FPOM THE TARLE AND PLOT
(OUT~

PEPCFNT !)OUTNANCE INDEX .23 .39 .51
SN~ 2 • 75 218 1.77
EvENNESc INDEx .65 .51 .42

Fig. B—67. IRI prey spectra of saddleback gunnel in shallow sublittoral
habitats along Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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Fig. B—68. IRI prey spectrum of Pacific sand lance in Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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amomuran crabs, one isopod, and algae.

Pacific Saüddab

Winter beach seine collections at Dungeness Spit and Beckett Point
produced Pacific sanddabs. Gammarid amphipods were common prey to three,
contributing 68.4 percent of.the prey and 3.8 percent of the prey bioznass.
Mysids(Neomysis sp.), shrimp (61.2 percent total biomass), and polychaetes
were the other prey items.

Rock Sole

Adult rock sole were caught, though not in abundance, in the cobble
and sand/eelgrass habitats of southwestern San Juan Island. The prey
spectrum from northern Puget Sound was extremely broad. Prey items, in
descending order of importance, were flabelliferan isopods, gammarid amphipods,
bivalve siphons, polychaetes, cumaceans, bivalves,brachyuran crabs, and fish.
Rock sole from collections at two Guemes Island sites and Cherry Point along
the eastern shoreline had consumed principally gammarid amphipods (88.9 percent
of total IRI); crabs (4.4 percent), bivalves (3.0 percent), and polychaetes
(2.4 percent) were only supplemental organisms.

Rock sole in the Strait of Juan de Fuca were benthic feeders, preying
principally on polychaete annelids (75% of the total IRI) (Fig. B—69). Epi—
benthic gammarid amphipods (12.6%) and tanaids supplementdd the diet.

On the basis of biomass, fish (Pacific sand lance) were more prominent
in the diet of rock sole collected in the nearshore environsof Kodiak Island,
Alaska, although gammarid amphipods, polychaete annelids and bivalves were
important numerically (Harris and Hartt 1977).

English Sole (Juveniles)

Juvenile English sole were the most frequently caught species of the
nearshore demersal assemblages in northern Puget Sound, and were most
prevalent at Westcott Bay (mud/eelgrass) and Eagle Cove (sand/eelgrass).
Overall, cumaceans dominated the prey spectrum with 74.8 percent of the total
IRI (Fig. B—70). Gammarid amphipods (11.7 percent), polychaete annelids
(8.8 percent), tanaids (1.1 percent), crabs (1.0 percent), and bivalves (0.3
percent) were of secondary importance. Juvenile English sole were also common
in sand/eelgrass and mud/eelgrass habitats along the eastern shoreline. All
the prey taxa were similar; diet composition in this region was dominated
by gammarid amphipods (87.7 percent of total IRI), with cumaceans (8.4 percent),
polychaetes (2.0 percent), and bivalves (1.4 percent) providing lower inputs
(Fig. B—7l).

Juvenile English sole were the most widely and evenly distributed species
at the eight beach seine sites sampled by the NESA program in the Strait of
Juan de Fuca. The overall prey spectrum (Fig. B—72) was equally divided among
benthic glycerid and gonaid polychaetes, bivalves (including Cli-nocardium
~iuttalli), epibenthic gammarid amphipods, cumaceans, harpacticoids, tanaids,
and mysids (including Archaeomysis grebnitzki).
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Fig. B—69. IRI prey spectrum of rock sole in shallow sublittoral
habitats along Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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INDEX OF RELATIVE IMPORTRNCE (I.R.I.) OIROR8M
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______________________ - 1T]T0~4.17~0446~3
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Fig. B—70. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile English sole in shallow sublittoral
habitats of northern Puget Sound.
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Fig. B-71. flU prey spectrum of juvenile English sole in shallow sublittoral
habitats along eastern shoreline of northern Puget Sound.
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Fig. B—72. IRI prey spectrum of juvenile English sole in shallow sublittoral
habitats along Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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Starry Flounder

Adult starry flounder were frequently captured in beach seine collections
in northern Puget Sound (Eagle Cove and South Beach) from July through
November though never in large numbers. The most frequently consumed prey
organisms were flabelliferan isopods which accounted for 58.9 percent of
the total IRI. Fish (18.2 percent) were second in importance, followed by
gammarid amphipods (8.2 percent), epicaridan isopods (4.5 percent),
polychàetes (3.7 percent), gastropods (3.3 percent), and turbellarians (1.2
percent). The amphipods were primarily Atylus sp. but also Eusiroides sp.
and Amphithoe so. All prey, except perhaps the fish, were epibenthic or
benthic organisms.

Juvenile starry flounder also appeared in beach seine collections along
the eastern shoreline, principally in sand/eelgrass (Birch Bay, East Guemes
Island) and mud/eelgrass (Padilla Bay, Drayton Harbor) habitats in August
through December. While isopods (primarily valviferan) were still important
(30.2 percent of total IRI) in these samples, gamnrnrid amphipods (33.4 percent),
barnacles (16.7 percent), and oligochaetes (11.8 percent) were much more
prevalent in the diets of starry flounders on the eastern shore than at San
Juan Island (Fig. B—73).

Although not as numerous as English sole, starry flounder occurred
along the Strait of Juan de Fuca in all but the Dungeness Spit beach seine
collections; juveniles and adults occurred in approximately equal proportions.
The overall prey spectrum (Fig. B—74) was quite similar to that of the rock
sole (Fig. B—69); polychaete annelids, gammarid amphipods, and tanaids
supplied the greatest proportions of the total IRI.

C—0 Sole

C—0 sole were caught during beach seine collections at South Beach and
Deadman Bay in northern Puget Sound. Their principal prey items were
flabelliferan isopods (45.8 percent of total IRI), fish (21.4 percent),
polychaetes (14.3 percent), amphipods (9.2 percent), and turbellarians (4.4
percent). One C—0 sole from a beach seine collection at southern Guemes
Island in July 1974 had 12 bivalves (98.0 percent of total biomass) and 10
pieces of algae (Rhodophyta) in its stomach.

C—0 sole collected from the Strait of Juan de Fuca almost exclusively
originated from the protected, sand—eelgrass habitat at Beckett Point.
Polychaete annelids, with over 80% of the total IRI, were the most important
prey taxa and bivalves contributed almost 13% (Fig. B—75).

Sand Sole

In sand sole from the eastern shoreline of northern Puget Sound (Birch
Bay), gammarid amphipods were the most important prey taxa, with 82.1 percent
of the total IRI (Fig. B—76). Polychaetes supplied 8.3 percent and epibenthic
organisms——tanaids (3.8 percent), cumaceans (3.4 percent), and valviferan
isopods (1.3 percent)——accounted for the remaining proportion.
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Fig. B—73. IRI prey spectrum of starry flounder in shallow sublittoral
habitats along eastern shoreline of northern Puget Sound.
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Fig. B—74. IRI prey spectrum of starry flounder in shallow
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Fig. B—75. IRI prey spectrum of C—0 sole in shallow sublittoral habitats
along Strait of Juan de Fuca.
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Fig. B—76. IRI prey spectrum of sand sole in shallow sublittoral habitats
along eastern shoreline of northern Puget Sound.
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In the Strait of Juan de Fuca. sand sole were almost as abundant as
English sole but originated primarily from the four western beach seine
sites. The overall prey spectrum (Fig. B—77) showed a radical difference
from northern Puget Sound and from the other flatfish by the predominance
of epibenthic mysids (primarily Neomysis awatschensis but also including
N. rayi and Archaeomyeis grebnitzki, accounting for 88.9% of the ~total IRI)
and the absence of polychaetes. Other epibenthic crustaceans, such as
gainmarid amphipods, cumaceans, and shrimp (including Crangon stylirostris
and Pandalus danae), were the secondary prey. Fish (including juvenile
Pacific herring, Pacific sand lance, tidepool snailfish, Liparis florae,
and sand sole, Psettichthys melanostictus) accounted for 31.5% of the total
prey biomass but were not common or abundant enough to provide a high (1.5%)
proportion of the total IRI.
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APPENDIX C: SEA BIRDS AND SHORE BIRDS

Eighty—one species of marine or estuarine—associated birds are reported
or could be safely assumed to consistently occur in north Puget Sound and
the Strait of Juan de Fuca (Jewett, et al., 1953; Robbins, et al., 1966;
Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975; Nanuwal 1977). Ten species oècur in abundance and
represent sizable breeding or wintering populations; an additional 54 species
could be considered common, many of which are seasonal migrants and residents.
The remaining species are either not commonly encountered——e.g., they migrate
through the region offshore——or numerically unimportant (Table C—l).

The following species accounts discuss food habits and feeding behavior
of all species for which such data could be found. For many species,
especially the shore birds, there were few, or very unspecific, data avail
able for this region. In those cases, information for that species occurring
outside the Pacific Northwest was utilized, or in the instances of no such
data, the diet was inferred from congeneric species. Several review -

references, notably Jewett, et al. (1953), Eaton (1975), and Salo (1975),
were extremely useful in locating data on the general food habits of the
less—known birds.

The functional feeding groups of the 55 abundant and common marine and
shore birds associated with north Puget Sound and Strait of Juan de Fuca
habitats are summarized in Table C—2. Of these species, 19 (35%) utilize
fishes as their principal prey resources, as either obligate or facultative
piscivores; 18 (33%) feed mainly on benthic invertebrates in the littoral or
shallow sublittoral zones; 7 (13%) are omnivorous, eating both plants and
invertebrates; 5 (9%) are planktivorous; 4 (7%) are herbivorous; and 2 (3%)
are either parasitic, or like the bald eagle, facultative avivores preying on
both sea birds and fish.

Sixteen (29%) of the bird species feed in the shallow sublittoral zone,
which includes much of the sand to cobble shoreline and embayments in this
region; 14 (25%) feed in the salt marsh and mudflat environments character
istic of large estuaries or contained embayments; 11 (20%) feed in neritic
waters; 4 (7%) obtain their prey on relatively exposed sand—gravel beaches;
3 (5%) utilize the fauna of the rocky littoral environment or the adjacent
kelp bed fauna; and 4 (7%) gulls have to be essentially universal to almost
all of these habitats.

Species Accounts

Arctic Loon

Arctic loons occur in north Puget Sound between October and May,
primarily as migrants and winter residents (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971;
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Table C—i. Relative abundance of marine and shore birds known to the
northern Puget Sound and Strait of Juan de Fuca area.
A = abundant, C = common, NC not common, R = rare;
asterisk denotes seasonal occurrence.

Scientific name Common name Abundance

Order Gaviiformes

Gavia arctica Arctic loon C*
G. immer common loon C
G. stellata red—throated loon C*

Order Podicipediformes

Family Podicipedidae grebes
Aechniophorus occidentalis western grebe A
Podiceps auritus horned grebe
P. grisegena red—necked grebe
P. nigricoll-ts eared grebe C~

Order Procellariiformes

Family Procellariidae fulmars
Filmarus glacialis fulmar NC
Puffinns griseus sooty shearwater NC

Family Hydrobatidae storm petrel
Oceanodroma leucorhoa Leach’s petrel NC

Order Pelecaniformes

Family Phalacrocoracidae cormorants
Phalacrocorax penicillatus Brandt’s cormorant
P. auritus double—crested cormorant C
P. pelagicus pelagic cormorant C

Order Anseriformes

Family Anatidae waterfowl
Branta canadensis Canada goose
B. nigricans black brant A*
Anser albifrons white—fronted goose NC*
Chen hyperborea snow goose C*
Anas platyrhynchos mallard A*
A. aeuta pintail C~
A. clypeata northern shoveler C*
A. carolinensis green—winged teal NC*
Mareca americana American widgeon
Aythya valisineria canvasback NC*
A. mania greater scaup NC*
A. affinis lesser scaup A*
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Table C—i. Relative abundance of marine and shore birds known to the
northern Puget Sound and Strait of Juan de Fuca area.
A = abundant, C = common, NC = not common, R = rare;
asterisk denotes seasonal occurrence, continued.

Scientific name Common name Abundance

Bucephala cZanguia common goldeneye C~
B. islandica Barrow’s goldeneye C~
B. albeoia bufflehead C*
CZangula hyemalis oldsquaw C~
His trionicus his trionicus harlequin duck NC*
Melanitta deylandi white—winged scoter C~
M. perspicillata surf scoter A
M. nigra black scoter NC*

Family Anatidae mergansers
Mergus ñiergrnser common merganser C
M. serriaton red—breasted merganser C*

Order Falconiformes

Family Pandionidae ospreys
Pandion halinetus osprey NC

Family Accipitridae kites, hawks, eagles
Aalineetus leucocephalus bald eagle C

Order Ciconiiformes

Family Ardeidae herons, bitterns
Ardea herodias great blue heron C

Order Gruiformes

Family Rallidae rails, gallinules, coots
Rallus lirnicola Virginia rail R
Fulica americana American coot C

Order Charadriiformes

Family Haematopodidae oystercatchers
Haematopus bachmani black oystercatcher C

Family Charadriidae plovers, surfbirds,
turns tones

Charadriu.9 semipalmatus semipalmated plover NC*
Family Scolopacidae sandpipers

Nwnenius phaeopus whimbrel C
Actitis maculari-a spotted sandpiper A*
Heteroscelus incanwn wandering tattler NC*
Limnodromus griseus short—billed dowitcher C
L. scolopaceus long—billed dowitcher C
Aphriza virgata surfbird
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Table C—i. Relative abundance of marine and shore birds known to the
northern Puget Sound and Strait of Juan de Fuca area.
A = abundant, C = common, NC = not common, R rare;
asterisk denotes seasonal occurrence, continued.

Scientific name Common name Abundance

Arenaria interpres ruddy turns tone NC*
A. melanocephala black turnstone
Tringa melanoleuca greater yellowlegs
Calidris ptilocnemis rock sandpiper NC*
C. alpina dunlin C~
C. canutus knot C
C. minutilla least sandpiper C
Ereunetes mauri western sandpiper A
Crocethia alba sanderling C~

Family Phalaropodidae phalaropes
Phalaropus tricolor Wilson’s phalarope NC*
Lob ipes lobatus northern phalarope NC*

Family Stercorariidae jaegers, skuas
Stercorarius parasiticus parasitic Jaeger C~
S. pomarinus pomarine jaeger NC*

Family Laridae gulls
Larus glaucescens glaucous—winged gull A
L. occidentalis western gull C*
L. nurgentatus herring gull C
L. californicus California gull C~
L. dela~,arensis ring—billed gull C*
L. canus mew gull C*
L. heermanni Heermann’s gull C*
L. philadelphia Bonaparte’s gull A
Xema sabini Sabine’s gull NC
Rissa tridactyla blacklegged kittiwake C*
Sterna hirundo common tern C*
S. paradisnea Arctic tern C”~
Hydroprogne caspia Caspian tern

Family Alcidae alcids
Uria aalge common murre C*
Cepphus colwnba pigeon guillemot C
Lunda cirrhata tufted puffin C
Cerorhinea monocerata rhinoceros auklet A
Ptychoranphus aleutica Cassin’s auklet R

Synthliborau~phus antiguwn ancient inurrelet C~
BrachyrcDnphus marmoratwn marbled murrelet C
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Salo 1975). They are quite common in the San Juan Islands, often in large
aggregations (up to 1,000) during migration (Salo 1975; Heilbrum, et al.,
1977). When on marine waters arctic loons are assumed to eat fish, crusta
ceans, and molluscs (Martin, et al., 1951; Salo 1975).

Common Loon

The only year—round resident loon, common loons tend to be more abundant
in marine habitats during winter, though seldom in as large concentrations as
arctic loons (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). Wintering
common loons appear to feed primarily on fish (Martin, et al., 1951; Jewett,
et al., 1953). Salo (1975) reported a common loon preying on small 10—13 cm
flounders off Sandy Point, Whidbey Island.

Red—Throated Loon

Red—throated loons, the least common of the three loon species, are
migrants and winter residents in north Puget Sound, and occur in aggregations
of up to 100 birds. They appear to be fairly abundant in the San Juan
Islands (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). Jewett, et al.
(1953), and Martin, et al. (1951), reported the generalized diet of red—
throated loons as including fish, crustaceans, molluscs, fish eggs, leeches,
insects, and some aquatic vegetation.

Western Grebe

Overall, western grebes were the most abundant of the species observed
in Manuwal’s (1977) seven transect surveys in the San Juan Islands conducted
from ferries between November 1973 and April 1974. They appear primarily as
wintering populations, although some non—breeding birds may reside in Puget
Sound through the summer (Jewett, et al., 1973; Salo 1975). Fish are the
primary prey organisms of western grebes (Munro l941a; Jewett, et al., 1953;
Phillips and Carter 1957; Salo 1975). Species which have been identified as
prey include Pacific herring (Clup~, harengus pallasi), especially during
spawning periods, staghorn sculpin (Leptocottus arinatus) and other sculpins,
shiner perch (ç~atogaster ~g~egata), and smelt (Osmeridae). Shrimp
(Pandalus g~iurus) were also reported as prey.

Horned Crebe

Breeding horned grebes are common migrants on Puget Sound in winter,
typically from September through May, and a few non—breeding birds occur in
summer (Munro l941a; Jewett, et al., 1953; Bakus 1965; Salo 1975). In
Nanuwal’s (1977) ferry transect surveys through the San Juan Islands, they
were observed to be numerous only once, in January 1974. Fish (Pacific sand
lance, Ammodytes hexapterus, Pacific herring, and staghorn sculpin) and small
shrimp (Spirontocaris brevirostris, ~ alaskensis, and Pandalus sp.) and
crabs (Hemigrapsis sp.) appear to be most important to the horned grebe
feeding on marine waters (Munro 1941a; Guiguet1971b).
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Red—Necked Grebe

Of the species of grebes frequenting Puget Sound, the red—necked grebe
is probably the least abundant. It follows the same pattern of occurrence,
however, residing as a winter migrant between November and May (Munro 197la;
Jewett, et al., 1958; Salo 1975). It occurred in abundance during two of
Manuwal’s (1977) San Juan Island ferry transect surveys, in January and April
1974. Spawning Pacific herring, Pacific sand lance, pilchard (Sardinops
caeruJ.ea?), threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus), blenny (Pholidae
and Stichaeidae?), and sculpin (Cottidae) have been reported as food organisms
(Munro l941a; Guiguet l97lb; Salo 1975).

Eared Grebe

Like the other grebes, eared grebes are mainly winter migrants, and are
similar to horned grebes in distribution and abundance (Jewett, et al., 1953;
Salo 1975; Heilbrum, et al., 1977). They did not appear in significant
numbers, however, during Manuwal’s (1977) ferry transect surveys through the
San Juan archipelago. Unlike the other grebes, eared grebes feeding in marine
habitats eat planktonic crustaceans——mysids and amphipods (Munro 1941a).

Fulmar

Jewett, et al. (1953), and Sanger (1965, 1970) provide indications and
data that fulmars are generally abundant in nearshore areas along the
Washington coast in fall (September—October), although it appears that their
incidence inside the Strait of Juan de Fuca is rare. Martin (1942) suggested
that fulmars were apparently more abundant off the northwest coast of
Vancouver Island in winter.

Sanger and Baird (1977) listed fish (70% frequency of occurrence), squid
(70%), and crustaceans (20%) as the principal prey of fulmars collected in
Alaskan waters between 1969 and 1976. Fulmars collected in April from along
the Bering Sea icepack had consumed only squid.

Sooty Shearwater

Sooty shearwaters appear in the region’s offshore waters between March
and October (Martin 1942) but seldom occur in nearshore waters (Dr. Dave
Manuwal, Univ. Washington, pers. comm.). Anchovies (Engraulidae) contributed
80% of the diet by volume of sooty shearwaters off Oregon, and other fishes
and squid provided the difference, as reported by Wiens and Scott (1975) who
calculated their total annual energy demand to equal 1.653 k cal m2.
Feeding off northwest Vancouver Island was observed to include Pacific sand
lance and euphausiids (Martin 1942). Sanger and Baird’s (1977) account of
the major food items of sooty shearwaterS collected in Alaskan waters between
1967 and 1976 indicated that fish occurred in 61% and squid in 46% of the
stomachs examined.

Leach’s Petrel

Martin (1942) described the Leach’s petrel as the second most frequently
seen bird in offshore areas from February through June, though never in high
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abundance. Sanger (1970), however, reported this species as the least
abundant and least frequently seen during his surveys. According to
Manuwal’s (1977) surveys, 3,655 pairs of Leach’s petrels were breeding on the
outer coast of Washington, centered at Carroll Island; their occurrence
inside the Strait of Juan de Fuca is rare, however. In Wiens and Scott’s
(1975) energy modeling study, hydrozoa and euphausiids were listed as the
principal dietary components by percent volume for Leach’s petrel. The model
output predicted a total annual energy demand of 0.106 k cal m2 for this
species, the lowest estimate of the four species modeled.

Brandt ‘ s Cormorant

The majority of Brandt’s cormorants appear to migrate into the north
Puget Sound region from California breeding colonies between October and
April, peak abundance occurring between November and February (Wahl 1977).
Breeding colonies of 20 to 50 mating pairs, however, do occur on the outer
coast at Point Grenville, Grenville Arch, Willoughby Rock, and Quillayute
Needles (Manuwal 1977); these birds may constitute many of those feeding in
the western Strait of Juan de Fuca. The 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count
(Heilbrum, et al., 1977) reported 479 sightings at Victoria, B.C., 438 at
Pender Islands, B.C., 12 in the San Juan Islands, 110 at Bellingham, and 15
in the Sequim—DungenesS area.

Gabrielson and Jewett’s (1940) account of Brandt’s cormorant in Oregon
listed “trash fish” as the primary food. Scott’s (1973) data indicated that,
on the basis of percentage of stomach contents volume, anchovy, rockfish
(Scorpaenidae), sculpin, and other fishes contribute equally to the Brandt’s
cormorant diet of f Oregon in summer; in winter, rockfish, sculpin, and other
fishes make up the diet. Using these data, Wiens and Scott (1975) determined
that the total annual energy demand for this species was 2.308 k cal m2,
second highest of the four species that they modeled.

Hubbs’s, et al. (1970), account of the diverse prey spectrum of Brandt’s
cormorants feeding in southern California indicated that they typically
foraged in Macrocystis kelp beds where they captured midwater fishes (black
smith, Chromis punctipinnis, senorita, p~yjulis californica, white seaperch,
Phanerodon atripes, kelp perch, Brachyistius frenatus, and vermillion rock—
fish, Sebastes miniatus). Over sand bottoms, the diving birds utilized
various species of flatfish (speckled sanddab, Citharichthys stigmaeus,
fantail sole, Xystreurys liolepis, and curlf in turbot, PleuronichthyS
decurrens) and roughback sculpin, Chitonotus p~getensis.

Martini (1966) suggested that the fish otoliths in the pellets regurgi
tated by western gulls actually originated from fish captured by Brandt’s
cormorants. These fish included Pacific hake (Merluccius productus), Pacific
sanddab (Citharichthys sordidus), pink seapearch (Zalembius rosaceus), short—
belly rockfish (Sebastes jordani), sculpin (Icelinus sp.), and blackeye goby
(Coryphopterus nicholsi) which may be taken at depths of 20 to 50 m or more
(Hubbs, et al., 1970).

Sculpin (including cabezon, Scorpaenicbthys marmoratus), juvenile rock—
fish, and greenling (Hexagramnlidae) were the principal prey taxa consumed by
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Brandt’s cormorants off Oregon, except in mixed—species flocks when they fed
on northern anchovy and “smelt” (Scott 1973); surfperches (Embiotocidae) were
also observed in their beaks.

These data would tend to indicate that Brandt’s cormorants feeding in
north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca would also prey upon
rocky/kelp bed fishes, which probably would include redtail surfperch
(AntphistichusrhodoterUS), kelp greenling (Hexagrammos decagrammus), white—
spotted greenling (H. stelleri), several rockfish species, Pacific herring,
and Pacific sand lance.

Double—Crested Cormorant

Manuwal (1977) estimated 390 nesting pairs on Washington’s outer coast
and 64 pairs in the San Juan Islands and the Strait of Juan de Fuca; the most
numerous populations were located at Bird Rocks and Viti Rocks.

Robertsont s (1974) report of food organisms regurgitated by double—
crested cormorant chicks in British Columbia included 11 fishes of which
gunnels (Apodichthys flavidus and Pholis laeta) were the most important
(46.6% total prey abundance, 51.6% total prey weight), followed by Pacific
sand lance (20.5%, 4.6%), shiner perch (15.5%, 20.5%), snake prickleback
(Lumpenus ~gitta, 11.5%, 10.2%), staghorn sculpin (2.7%, 5.9%), Pacific
herring (1.4%, 2.7%), threespine stickleback (0.4%, 0.1%), juvenile salmon
(Oncorhynchus sp., 0.2%, 0.9%), and northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax, 0.2%,
0.1%).

Unidentified crustaceans occurred in the one stomach sample listed by
Sanger and Baird (1977). Scattergood’s (1950) analysis of the contents from
35 stomachs collected in Maine included demersal fishes, primarily cunner
(Tautogolabrus adspersus, 35.2% of total abundance of identifiable prey),
shorthorn sculpin (~y~cocephalus scorpius) and longhorn sculpin (M. octodeci—
mospinosus, 11.1% each), redfish (Sebastes marinus, 9.3%), Atlantic herring
(Clupea harengus, 7.4%), winter flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus, 7.4%),
rock gunnel (Pholis g~ne1lus, 7.4%), and alewife (Alosa p~eudoharengus, 5.6%).
Rock gunnel, winter flounder, cunner, and pollock (Pollachius virens) were
the predominant fish regurgitated by chicks at the White Islands, Maine,
rookery in early July, whereas in early August silversides (Meniclia notata)
suddenly became predominant, followed by cunner, redfish, and rock gunnel.

Pelagic Cormorant

Pelagic cormorants are the most abundant of the nesting cormorants in
the region. Manuwal (1977) listed 995 pairs in the population breeding along
the outer coast and 395 pairs in the inland waters of the San Juan Islands
and the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Included in the latter estimate are large
colonies at Protection Island, Viti Rocks, Williamson Rocks, Bare Island, and
Colville Island.

Pelagic cormorants’ prey reported by Robertson (1974) included shrimp
(19.4% prey abundance, 6.8% prey weight), and six species of fish: Crescent
gunnel (Pholis laeta, 34.9%, 37.1%), Pacific sand lance (31.1%, 18.9%),
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penpoint gunnel (Apodichthys flavidus, 4.9%, 11.1%), staghorn sculpin (2.9%,
13.2%), northern clingfish (Gobiesox maeandricus, 2.9%, 5.6%), and snake
prickleback (3.9%, 7.3%). It was also suggested that prey size was larger
for pelagic cormorants than for double—crested cormorants.

Sculpins (Myoxocephalus sp.) were the only identifiable prey organisms
taken by pelagic. cormorants collected off Yaquina Head, Oregon, although
these birds were also observed eating northern anchovy and “smelt” while
feeding in large mixed—species flocks, and benthic crustaceans while feeding
singly. Palmer (1962) listed demersal fishes (sculpin, greenling, pholids,
poacher, Agonidae, and flatfish) and midwater fishes (Pacific herring and
Pacific tomcod, Microgadus proximus) as the principal food organisms found in
31 stomachs collected in Alaska.

Canada Goose

Canada geese are both winter migrants and residents along the Washington
coast, specifically during March through April and September to October.
Although migrating flocks are composed of thousands of birds, wintering flocks
are small, less than 100 individuals (Salo 1975). The 1976 Audubon Christmas
bird count recorded as many as 515 Canada geese at Vancouver, B.C., 87 at
Victoria, B.C., 54 at Nanaimo, B.C., and a few individuals at Sequim—Dungeness,
Bellingham, and Everett, Washington (Heilbrum, et al., 1977). Martin, et al.
(1951), cites the diet of wintering Canada geese in this region to include
primarily reeds and the vegetative parts of barley, bulrush, and hardstem,
and secondarily wheat, wild barley, and bromegrass. When Canada geese fre
quent marine shoreline habitats, however, eelgrasses (Zostera sp.) and salt—
marsh plants (e.g., Salicornia sp., Distichlis spicata, Cuscuta salina, and
Triglochin maritimum) may also enter their diet.

Black Brant

Black brant frequent the north Puget Sound region throughout the winter
and spring, both as migrants and local winter residents, but they appear to
be most abundant in March and April (Jewett, et al., 1953; Einarsen 1965;
Salo 1975). The principal wintering sites include Padilla Bay, Samish Bay,
Discovery Bay, and Sequim Bay. In April, as many as 18,000 birds have been
recorded in Samish Bay, 55,000 in Padilla Bay, and 6,000 in Discovery Bay
(Salo 1975; D. Moriarity and S. Oliver, Graysmarsh Wildl. Ref., pers. comm.;
R.R. Parker, Wash. Dept. Game, unpubi. data). The 1976 Audubon Christmas
bird count (Heilbrum, et al., 1977) included black brant sightings all over
the north Puget Sound and Strait of Juan de Fuca region but in abundance
only at Sequim—Dungeness. Eelgrass is the main component of the black
brant’s diet, augmented slightly by ulvoid algae (Einarsen 1955; Salo 1975).

White—Fronted Goose

White—fronted geese occur as migrants during the fall migration,
especially in September, along the northern Olympic Peninsula in areas such
as Dungeness Eay (Salo 1975). The only diet information is from the Califor
nia wintering grounds where rice, vegetative parts and seeds of grasses,
sedges, and wild millet, and barley were the most important foods (Martin,
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et al., 1951). Hence, they resemble Canada geese in their foraging and may
utilize similar food sources——e.g., saltmarsh plants and eelgrasses—when
feeding in estuarine habitats of this region.

Snow Goose -

Like black brant, snow geese frequent the estuaries of northern Puget
Sound as migrants and as local winter residents. Thus, their peak abundance
occurs twice, in November and again in April (Jeffrey 1950; Jewett, et al.,
1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). Contrary to the brant distribution, SflOW
geese tend to congregate on the east side of Puget Sound, especially in
Padilla Bay, Skagit Bay, and Port Susan, reaching maximum densities of 27,000
to 30,000 geese. They are reported to maintain local movements between these
areas and the Fraser River delta, British Columbia CD. Nanuwal, pers. comm.).
Marsh plants, especially the roots and bulbs, are their principal food items
when foraging in the estuary (Jeffrey 1950; Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975).

Mallard

The most common of the game ducks taken recreationally in Washington,
the mallard occurs mostly in freshwater habitats, but also frequents
estuarine habitats, principally between November and April (Munro 1943;
Jewett, et aL, 1953; Alcorn 1971). The largest concentrations in north
Puget Sound appear to be at Dungeness Bay (4,000—5,000 individuals), and the
region encompassing Padilla Bay, Samish Bay, Skagit Bay, and Port Susan
(19,500—44,000) (Salo 1975). Mallards collected from Grays Harbor on
Washington’s outer coast were feeding mainly on seeds of saltmarsh plants
(including Triglochin rnaritimum) and incidentally on polychaete annelid
worms (Smith and Mudd 1976).

Pintail

Pintails occur concurrently with American widgeons, principally in the
upper tideflat regions of estuaries, as a fall and spring migrant, and
probably do not represent a significant breeding population (Munro 1944;
Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). Dungeness Bay and the eastern
shore between Port Susan and Boundary Bay tend to exhibit the highest concen
trations of pintails (Salo 1975). Skagit Bay undoubtedly has the greatest
numbers, up to 52,300 birds in October. Padilla Bay is also an important
feeding area, with 13,000 to 15,000 birds in October—November (R.C. Parker,
Washington Dept. Game, unpub. data). Smith and Mudd (1976) provided an
indication of a diverse diet spectrum for pintails foraging in estuarine
habitats at Grays Harbor, including eelgrass, seeds of the saltmarsh grasses
Carex ~y~gbyei and Triglochia maritimum, amphipods (Anisogammarus confervi
colus), and insect larvae (Aphrosylus sp.).

Northern Shoveler

Northern shovelers occur in flocks of 20 to 500 birds on sheltered
estuaries and embayments between September and May (Kortright 1942; Jewett,
et al., 1953; Salo 1975). They were sighted throughout the region during the
1976 Audubon Christmas bird count (Heilbrum, et al., 1977) but Victoria,
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B.C. (98 birds), and Bellinghalfl, Washington (58 birds), had the greatest
counts. Kortright (1942), Martin, et al. (1951), and Salo (1975) described
the diet of northern shoveler as 65% plant inatter——pondweed, sedge, and grass
seeds——and 34% invertebrateS, 19% of which were gastropod molluscs.

Green—Winged Teal

A common game bird in Washington’s freshwater habitats, green—winged
teal are also common in the upper estuarine habitats of the State. They are
particularly abundant in the mud/eelgrass estuarine habitats along the
eastern shoreline of Puget Sound, including Skagit Bay (max. of approximately
25,000 in October), Port Susan (max. of 13,700 in December), Padilla Bay
(max. of 2,500 in November), and Samish Bay (max. of 5,100 in October) (R.C.
Parker, Washington Dept. Game, unpub. data). Smith and Mudd (1976) listed
invertebrates—amPhiPo (Anisoganimarus confervicolus) and insect larvae
(including Sanderia sp. and Manayunkia sp.)——as the major prey items of
green—winged teal collected from mudflat habitats in upper Grays Harbor.

American Widgeon

American widgeons utilize the upper tideflat habitats of most of the
major estuaries of coastal Washington and Puget Sound in winter. At that
time (October to April) they usually are the most common duck on the region’s
marine waters (Salo 1975). Port Susan, Skagit Bay, Samish Bay, and Padilla
Bay tend to support the largest concentrations, peak abundances of 32,000 to
39,000 occurring in October—November (R.C. Parker, Wn. Dept. Game, unpub.
data). October—November was also the period of maximum abundance (3,500)
observed at Sequim Bay, although counts usually stayed above 1,000 until
after March (0. Moriarity and S. Oliver, Graysmarsh Wildlife Refuge, pers.
comm.). The 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count (Heilbrum, et al., 1977)
reported the greatest number of sightings in north Puget Sound at Victoria
(8,201) and Vancouver (3,978) in British Columbia, and Bellingham, Washington
(1,014). Widgeons examined from four sites in upper Grays Harbor had been
feeding principally upon eelgrass and dwarf European eelgrass, Z. nolti
(Smith and Mudd 1976).

Canvasback

Northeast Puget Sound bays and estuaries, including Drayton Harbor,
Birch Bay, Padilla Bay, and Samish Bay, are the principal areas of canvasback
concentrations, where peak abundances of up to 1,000 are reached in November
(Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975; R.C. Parker, Wn. Dept. Game, unpub. data).
The eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca may also harbor some winter residents,
especially at Dungeness Bay and Victoria, B.C. (Salo 1975; Heilbrum, et al.,
1977). Jewett, et al. (1953), indicate that eelgrass and marine polychaete
annelids and crustaceans constitute the canvasback’s diet.

Greater Scau~

- The Strait of Georgia and northern Puget Sound harbor concentrations of
winter migrant and resident greater scaup from December to February (Munro
1941b; Jewett, etal., 1953; Salo 1975). Relatively high abundances were
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enumerated at Vancouver, B.C. (1,067), and Bellingham, Washington (1,055),
during the 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count (Heilbrum, et al., 1977).
Padilla Bay, where peak abundances occurred of approximately 2,700 birds,
appears to harbor the highest concentrations in north Puget Sound (R.C.
Parker, Wn. Dept. Game, unpub. data), although Munro (l94lb) reported as
many as 8,000 in one flock. Manuwal (1977) listed greater scaup as the
third most abundant diving species observed during his seven ferry transect
surveys through the San Juan archipelago.

Littoral and shallow sublittoral molluscs and crustaceans appear to
constitute the diet of greater scaup foraging in marine environments (Salo
1975), although these birds are also reported to congregate near spawning
Pacific herring in March and April (Munro 1941b). Martin and Uhler (1939)
listed the native oyster, Ostrea lurida, along the Washington coast as one of
the principal food items of greater scaup.

Lesser Scaup

Salo (1975), using information from Munro (194lb), Jewett, et al. (1953),
Bakus (1965), and Alcorn (1971), suggests that lesser scaup are distributed
mainly in freshwater habitats during their winter residency in northern Puget
Sound; several sources, however, had documented lesser scaup occurring
commonly on the region’s marine waters. The 1976 Audubon Christmas bird
count (Heilbrum, et al., 1977), in fact, included high counts at both
Vancouver (452) and Victoria (1,012), B.C. Although preference for aquatic
and marsh plants was shown by Munro (l94lb) and Martin, et al. (1951), the
diet of lesser scaup in marine waters may, like greater scaup, be oriented
toward invertebrates such as molluscs and crustaceans (Rogers and Korschgen
1966).

Common Goldeneye

Common goldeneye was considered a common migrant and winter resident by
Munro (1939), Jewett, et al. (1953), and Salo (1975). These birds typically
occur in the channels and small bays in flocks of 20 to 30 individuals, often
in association with other diving ducks. Drayton Harbor and Birch Bay in
northeast Puget Sound appear to harbor the greatest wintering abundance of
any of the sites surveyed by the Washington Department of Game in north Puget
Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca (R.C. Parker, Wash. Dept. Game, unpubi.
data). Kortright’s (1942) analysis of 395 common goldeneye stomachs indi
cated that crustaceans (32%) and insects (28%) were the major prey taxa,
followed by molluscs (10%) and plant (pondweed 9%) remains.

Barrow’s Goldeneye

Generally thought less abundant than the common goldeneye, Barrow’s
goldeneye are similarly distributed as migrants and winter residents through
out the north Puget Sound region (Munro 1939; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975).
Populations wintering in the Strait of Georgia may be more numerous, as
evidenced by the 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count (Heilbrum, et al., 1977),
wherein over 2,000 individuals were counted at Nanaimo, B.C., and 1,269 at
Vancouver, B.C. Insects (36%), and especially molluscs (19%) and crustaceans
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(18%), are important food taxa for Barrow’s goldeneye occupying marine
habitats (Kortright 1942; Salo 1975).

Buff lehead

Bufflehead appear to be widely distributed, abundant migrant and winter
residents, characterizing shallow, sheltered marine habitats (Munro 1942;
Jewett, et al., 1953; Erskine 1971; Salo 1975). They appear to be especially
concentrated in northeastern Puget Sound, where flocks of 3,800 to 12,800
birds are reported, and Dungeness Bay, where peak abundances of 4,600 birds
are recorded in December (Salo 1975). Abundances reported at Sequim Bay
peaked at over 300 during October—November and March but remained between
135 and 150 during the rest of the winter CD. Moriarity and S. Oliver,
Graysmarsh Wildlife Refuge, pers. comm.). The maximum counts in the 1976
Audubon Christmas bird count were at Victoria (1,198), Bellingham (656), and
Dungeness Bay (581) (Heilbrum, et al., 1977). In marine habitats, crusta
ceans, molluscs, and to a lesser extent, small fish appear to be the most
important food items (Munro 1942; Salo 1975); herring eggs laid in shallow
sublittoral waters may also be ~ünsumed when available in the spring.

Oldsguaw

Also a migrant and winter resident, oldsquaw in Washington State occur
rather uniformly though sparsely throughout north Puget Sound and the Strait
of Juan de Fuca (Kortright 1942; Jewett, et al., 1953; Larrison and Sonnen—
berg 1968; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). Kortright (1942) listed crustaceans
(48%), molluscs (16%), insects (11%), and fish (10%) as the primary prey taxa
found in 227 stomachs. Like many of the other diving ducks, oldsquaw have
been observed foraging on the eggs of Pacific herring in the spring (Jewett,
et al., 1953).

Harlequin Duck

Harlequins appear to be one of the few diving ducks which are year—long
residents in the State, although many of those inhabiting Puget Sound in
winter may include migrants (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975).
They occur in congregations of up to 200 birds along rocky shores of the San
Juan Islands, DungenesS Spit and Bay, and along the northern shore of the
Olympic Peninsula. Crustaceans (57%) and molluscs (25%) composed the diet of
64 harlequins examined by Kortright (1942, cited in Salo 1975).

White—Winged Scoter

A common and often the most abundant sea duck in winter in Washington’s
inland and coastal waters, white—winged scoters have been estimated to number
up to 42,000 birds (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). Manuwal
(1977) reported this species as the second most abundant over all seven ferry
transect surveys conducted between November 1973 and April 1974 in the San
Juan Islands. They tend to be more abundant in the eastern Strait of Juan de
Fuca; approximately 400 are observed during October—November ~fl Sequim Bay
and they are also common Dungeness Spit (D. Moriarity and S. Oliver,
Graysmarsh Wildlife Refuge, pers. comm.; 1977 Olympic Pen. Audubon Soc.
Christmas Count Newsletter, unpub.).
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One specimen collected in Grays Harbor had eelgrass in its esophagus
(Smith and Mudd 1976). Cottam (1939) described the stomach contents of 819
white—winged scoters collected in the Pacific Northwest. They contained 75%
bivalve molluscs (Manila clams, Tapes japonica, Olympia oysters, blue mussels,
and scallops), 13% crustaceans, and incidentally fish and insects. In Puget
Sound they have been observed foraging over shallow—water commercial clam
and oyster beds and on herring eggs (Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975).

Surf Scoter

Surf scoters are generally similar to white—winged scoters in occurrence,
distribution, and abundance (Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975). According to
the 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count, in fact, they were more numerous at
Nanaimo (1,943), Vancouver (2,160), Victoria (361), Bellingham (417), and
Everett (58) (Heilbrum, et al., 1977). Salo (1975) included reports of
2,400 to 3,000 birds at Dungeness Spit between September and November, 40,000
at Destruction Island in October, and 1,200 in the San Juan Islands in
December. Manuwal (1977) designated surf scoters as the sixth most numerous
diving species observed along his ferry transect surveys, winter 1973 to
spring 1974.

The prey of surf scoters examined by Cottam (1939) was primarily
molluscs (61%, 29% of which were blue mussels), crustaceans (10%), and
insects (10%). The stomachs of 21 surf scoters from Dabob Bay, Washington,
contained primarily Manila clams, but blue mussels and soft—shell clams, ~
arenaria, and Macoma sp. clams also occurred (Glude 1967).

Black Scoter

Black scoters appear to be less abundant than the other two scoter
species, and tend to be distributed more along the exposed coast (Salo 1975).
Black scoters were sighted during the 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count in
the Strait of Georgia——e.g., Nanaimo (280) and Vancouver (342) (Heilbrum,
et al., 1977). October and May appear to be the peak fall and spring
migration periods (Kortright 1942). Cottam’s (1939) analysis of the contents
of 124 black scoter stomachs indicated that 65% was molluscs (27% blue mussel,
7% razor clam, Siligua p~u1a, 6% oysters, Ostrea lurida?, and 5% littleneck
clams), 17% crustaceans, and 3% insects. Glude (1967) identified Manila
clams, blue mussels, and barnacles (Balanus sp.) in the stomachs of scoters
feeding in Dabob Bay, Washington.

Common Merganser

Though common mergansers reside in terrestrial aquatic habitats through
the spring and summer, they congregate in marine and estuarine habitats
during fall and winter (Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975). Nanaimo, Pender
Islands, Victoria, and Vancouver, B.C., all had between 100 and 200 sightings
during the 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count (Heilbrum, et al., 1977) and
300 have been sighted at Dungeness Spit (Salo 1975). Yet, little quantitative
diet information exists for the common merganser. It is assumed to dive for
and consume small fishes, apparently including juvenile salmon (Salo 1975).
Small demersal fishes (cottids, pholids, stichaeids, pleuronectids) and
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schooling neritic fishes (Pacific herring, Pacific sand lance) may also be
consumed.

Red—Breasted Merganser

The red—breasted merganser is more of a migrant and winter resident
than the common merganser. It occupies north Puget Sound waters between
September and April and reaches maximum abundance in November (Salo 1975).
As many as 125 birds were seen forming one premigratiofl flock at Dungeness
Spit in April and 141 birds wcre observed there in December 1977 (1977
Olympic Pen. Audubon Soc. Christmas Count Newsletter, unpub.). Fish (sculpin
and Pacific herring) and crustaceans are important prey items for red—breasted
mergansers foraging in marine habitats, and they have been observed to
concentrate on spawning Pacific herring during February and March (Munro and
Clemens 1939; Kortright 1942; Salo 1975).

~ey

Ospreys do not appear to frequent marine habitats of Washington, except
in the San Juan Islands where they occur from April to October (Retfalvi
1963; Bakus 1965). Fishes are generally considered to be the basic prey of
ospreys (Bent 1937; Salo 1975).

Bald Eagle

Although they do not actually occupy the marine waters, bald eagles at
times forage in the nearshore environment, and thus periodically appear as
upper trophic level consumers in those food webs. Of the 221 bald eagle
nests reported in a 1975 survey of western Washington (Grubb, et al., 1975),
47% (103 nests) were located in the San Juan Islands and 26% (57 nests) were
located in the northern section of the Olympic Peninsula; between 60% and 64%
of these nests were considered successful. Despite increased human activity
in the vicinity of nests on San Juan Island reported by Retfalvi (1965),
Newman, et al. (1977), reported a 100% increase in eagle nests between
1962—63 and 1975.

Although they commonly scavenge for food, bald eagles raid seabird
colonies, taking gulls, guillemots, cormorants, and puff ins (Campbell 1969;
Salo 1975), and capture benthic invertebrates such as crabs (~g~ttia
p~ducta), sea urchins (Strongylocentrot~ sp.), and abalone (Haliotis
kamschatkana), and fish, including salmon (Oncorhynchus sp.), Pacific herring,
Dolly Varden (Salvelinus malma), cutthroat trout (Salmo clarki), Pacific
halibut (~ppoglossus stenolepis), and sculpin (Hawbecker 1958; Campbell
1969; Ofelt 1975; Salo 1975).

Great Blue Heron

Commonly observed singly or in small groups in shallow waters of tide
flats and estuaries, great blue herons are distributed throughout north Puget
Sound and eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca (Bakus 1965; Salo 1975). In general,
great blue heron prey on aquatic and estuarine animals, including fish,
amphibians, and crustaceans, but also insects and small terrestrial mammals
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(Martin, et al., 1951; Jewett, et al., 1953; Lowe 1954; Meyerriecks 1962).
Those studied by Krebs (1974) on the Fraser River delta near Vancouver, B.C.,
had consumed either staghorn sculpin or starry flounder (Platichthys
stellatus), these two species accounting for 67% of all prey. Other
incidental prey were shiner perch, penpoint gunnel, and shrimp. •Although
great blue heron typically forage in shallow waters, one was observed by
Godin (1977) to effectively capture 5—9 cm long shiner perch while standing
on a platform floating over 10 m of water.

Virginia Rail

These rather rare shorebirds are found on Pacific Northwest estuaries,
tideflats, and sand beaches in winter (Robbins, et al., 1966). Heilbrum,
et al. (1977), included reports of one Virginia rail each at Vancouver and
Victoria, B.C., during the December 1976 Audubon count. Little information
is available on their diet; it is assumed that, as in the diets of other
shorebirds, shallow—water crustaceans may be important.

American Coot

Coots are common resident birds in Washington and British Columbia which
winter in sheltered marine habitats (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo
1975). Large aggregations have been reported throughout north Puget Sound
and the Strait of Juan de Fuca, especially in the semi—urban areas near
Vancouver and Victoria, B.C., and Bellingham, Washington (Salo 1975; Heilbrum,
et al., 1977). The stomach of one American coot collected in Grays Harbor by
Smith and Mudd (1976) contained eelgrass and a small amount of algae.

Black Oystercatcher

Black oystercatchers are common residents of the coastal regions of
western Washington, usually frequenting the rocky exposed shoreline and
nesting on the islands and islets along the Pacific coast of the Olympic
Peninsula and in the San Juan and Gulf islands (Salo 1975). Eighty to 100
pairs were estimated to nest on the coastal islets of the Washington Islands
National Wildlife Refuge, 80 pairs in the San Juan Islands, and approximately
90 pairs in the Gulf Islands. Ninety—two to 100 breeding pairs were estimated
for the outer coast and 25 to 34 for the San Juan Islands and the Strait of
Juan de Fuca in Manuwal’s (1977) survey. Principal nesting locations included
Long, Protection, and Smith islands.

Marine gastropods and bivalves, e.g., limpets, mussels, and chitons, of
rocky littoral habitats constitute the common prey of black oystercatchers
(Jewett, et al., 1953). Webster (1941) estimated that their diet in south
eastern Alaska was composed of 30% ribbed limpets, Collisella 4~gitalis; 20%
blue mussels (Nytilus edulis; 15% California mussels, M. californianus; 15%
gooseneck barnacles, Pollicipes polymerus; 13% shield limpets, Notoacmea
scutum; 5% black chitons, Katharina tunicata; 1% duncecap limpets, Acmaea
mitra; and polychaete annelids, Nereis sp. Hartwick (1973) indicated that
while mussels formed the greatest part by weight of the oystercatcher’s diet,
crabs were of importance when chicks were present.
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Semipalmated Plover

Salo (1975) considered the semipalmated plover a common migrant in
western Washington, frequenting sandy beaches and tideflats during spring
(April—May) and fall (September—October). Large flocks of up tol,000 birds
have been reported along the eastern end of the Strait of Juan de Fuca and in
the San Juan Islands during these periods, Wintering birds, however, may be
uncommon. Heilbrum, et al. (1977), reported only two birds during the 1976
Audubon Christmas bud count in the San Juan I8land~ and the Strait of Juan
de Fuca. Bent (1929) listed littoral invertebrates (molluscs such as
Littori~ sp. and ~yti1us sp. and crustaceans such as Gammarus sp., Limnoria
sp., and Orchestria sp.) and insects as the principal food organisms of
semipalmated plovers.

Whimbrel

Whimbrels apparently are common only during their fall (August) and
spring (May) migration periods, when 100 to 170 birds have been counted in
the Washington Islands National Wildlife Refuge and the San Juan Islands
(Salo 1975). Bent (1929) and Jewett, et al. (1953), described the diet of
wintering whimbrels as including polychaete annelids, molluscs, and
crustaceans.

~p~ted Sandpiper

Although some spotted sandpipers winter in Washington, most are summer
residents which breed in the region (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo
1975). When present in marine habitats, principally sand and gravel beaches
and mudflats, spotted sandpipers eat mostly benthic invertebrates, including
polychaete annelids, gammarid amphipods, and molluscs.

Wandering Tattler

Jewett, et al. (1953), and Salo (1975) consider the wandering tattlers
as locally common migrants, most often observed in rocky shoreline habitats
of the exposed coast, the Strait of Juan de Fuca, and the San Juan Islands.
Their diet according to Bent (1929) includes small molluscs, crustaceans,
polychaetes, and insects.

Short—Billed Dowitcher

Although migrants to Washington, short—billed dowitchers are commonly
observed along the coast and through the Strait of Juan de Fuca to the San
Juan Islands. The peak spring migration is in April and May and the peak of
the fall migration is in September and October (Larrison and Sonnenberg 1968;
Salo 1975). They feed in small flocks of 10 to 50 birds in sand and mudflat
habitats, extracting marine annelids, flatworms, small molluscs, fish eggs,
and occasional plant matter from the shallow waters (Salo 1975).

Sperry’s (1940) analysis of the stomach contents of 191 short—billed
dowitchers, collected mostly from the Atlantic coast of the United States,
indicated that insects (29.1%, including 18% dipteran larvae, primarily
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Stratiomyiidae, Empididae, and Tabanidae, and 8.9% Coleoptera, including
aquatic Hydrophilidae and Dytiscidae), marine annelids (27.4%, including
Nereis sp.), and marine molluscs (20.9%, including~ sp. and
nassariid snails among the gastropods; and Geimna geinma, Ostrea virginica,
~y~i1us edulis, and Venus mercenaria among the bivalves) were the principal
components of their diet. Crustaceans, including crabs (Uca sp.), shrimp
(Cr~g~ sp.), isopods (~y carinata), ostracods, and amphipods, and
horseshoe crab (Limulus 2~yphemus) eggs were also found to a lesser degree
in the stomach contents of short—billed dowitchers.

Long—Billed Dowitcher

Although considered less common than short—billed dowitchers, migrant
long—billed dowitchers have been observed in great numbers in the coastal
embayments of Washington and are assumed to occur frequently in the San Juan
Islands (Salo 1975). Small flocks may overwinter in the region, as evidenced
by the 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count (Heilbrum, et al., 1977) which
included 17 individuals observed at Victoria, B.C.

Jewett, et al. (1953), and Salo (1975) assumed that long—billed
dowitchers feed upon coastal marine invertebrates—e.g., annelids, small
crustaceans, and molluscs——and some plant matter. The majority of the 107
stomach samples examined by Sperry (1940) were collected in inland areas,
but marine annelids (Nereis sp.), crustaceans (amphipods, including Echino—
~mmarus ochotensis and Corophium ~p~picorne, and the isopod Exosphaeroma
2~gonensis), and molluscs (gastropods, including Littorina sitchana) were
included as prey items. Smith and Mudd (1976) collected only a few specimens
in Grays Harbor. Examination of the esophagus of one specimen indicated
amphipods (Corophiurn sp.) and polychaetes were important prey but further
examination of the gizzard (which biases toward hard—food organisms) suggested
that clams (Macoma inconspicua and ~ arenaria) were also important.

Surfbird

Surfbirds migrate into western Washington in August and reside on rocky
shores and gravel beaches until April (Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975).
They are most common along the exposed coast and rarer around Puget Sound.
The 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count (1-leilbrum, et al., 1977) in this region
recorded surfbirds in abundance only at Nanailno, B.C. Crustaceans and small
molluscs of the rocky littoral zones are the prey of surfbirds (Bent 1929).

Ruddy Turnstone

Ruddy turnstones, though fairly common migrants along the exposed coast,
are uncommon inside the Strait of Juan de Fuca and rarely over—winter in this
region (Salo 1975). Their diet resembles that of the sandpipers, i.e.,
polychaetes, molluscs, and crustaceans of beaches and mudflats (Bent 1929;
Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975).
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Black Turns tone

Black turnstone is much more common than its congener ruddy turnstone
and is locally abundant in northern Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de
Fuca as a migrant and winter resident (Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975).
Heilbrum’s, et al. (1977), account of the 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count
listed black turnstones at almost all stations in this region, but the
highest counts were at Victoria (212) and Vancouver (147), B.C. Molluscs
(limp~ts), barn~e1es, and other crustaceans common to the rocky littoral zone
are the basic prey items of black turnstones (Bent 1929; Jewett, et al.,
1953).

Greater Yellowlegs

Migrating greater yellowlegs occur in the region in April—Nay and July—
August, and are most common in northern Puget Sound (Jewett, et al., 1953;
Salo 1975; Heilbrum, et al., 1977). The highest count of overwintering birds
during the 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count was 34 at Victoria, B.C. Jewett,
et al. (1953), described their food as including molluscs, crustaceans, and
small fish.

Rock Sandpiper

Larrison and Sonnenberg (1968) described rock sandpipers as uncommon to
rare spring and fall migrants, although there may be some casual winter
residency (Alcorn 1971). Although little is known of their diet, small
crustaceans, molluscs, and insects are assumed to be important (Eaton 1975).

Dunlin

Dunlins are often one of the most common shorebirds encountered on the
coast of Washington, especially on the region’s extensive mudflat habitat.
Dunlin dominated the shorebirds (almost 2,800 birds counted) at Dungeness
Spit during the 1977 Audubon Christmas bird count (1977 Olympic Pen. Audubon
Soc. Christmas Count Newsletter, unpub.).

Couch (1966) reported ,that wintering dunlins in northern Puget Sound
consumed mostly amphipods, especially Anisogammarus confervicolus at low tide
and Orchestoidea p~gettensis at high tide. Benthic invertebrates, mainly
amphipods (69.7% of total number of identifiable prey, including Corophium
sp., 52.5%; Anisogammarus confervicolus, 16.5%; and Ainphitoe sp., 0.7%),
polychaete annelids (8.5% of identifiable prey, including Nereis sp.,
Streblospio benedicti, Amphicteis mucronata, and Eteone long~), oligochaete
annelids (3.2%), molluscs (1.9%, including Macoma inconspicua and ~
arenaria), tanaids (0.7%, Pancolus californienSis), and unidentified
nematodes (1.5%), were the principal prey of dunlins wintering in Grays
Harbor (Smith and Mudd 1976). It was also determined that during high tide,
dunlins supplemented the invertebrate—based diet with seeds of the saltmarsh
plants Spergularia marina and Trigloc~~j~ maritinum. Few differences were
noted in diet composition among five sampling sites.
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Recher’s (1966) analysis of the contents of 46 stomachs of dunlin
collected in California documented the nereid polychaete Nereis diversicolor
as the principal prey (70% frequency of occurrence), followed by ostracods
and amphipods. Studies by Bengtsonand Svensson (1968) in southern Sweden,
and Ehiert (1964, cited in Kawaji and Shiraishi 1979) in the Baltic Sea
(Helgoland) illustrated generally the same preference for N. diversicolor.
The data provided by Madon (1935, cited in Wolf 1969) indicated that in
addition to N. diversicolor, molluscs, crustaceans, insects, and vegetable
matter were also important in the stomachs of dunlin along the Atlantic
coast of France. The Wild Bird Society of Japan (1975, cited in Kawaji and
Shiraishi 1979) and Kawaji and Shiraishi (1979) found that the polychaete
annelid Neanthes j~onica; the gastropod molluscs Fluviocinguj~ ~4pponica,
Salinator takii, and Ellobium chinense; and the bivalve mollusc Musculus
senhousia supplied the principal food items in nearshore regions of Japan.
Davidson (1971) showed a similar diet composition for dunlin collected in
Morecambe Bay, Lancashire, England.

The only deviation from the above documentation of benthic poiyc~haeteS
and molluscs as principal prey was that of Holmes’s (1966) description of
dunlin food habits during its breeding season in arctic Alaska, when it
utilized larval and adult dipteran insects.

Knot

Both the American knot (Calidris canutus rufus) and the Pacific knot
(C.c. rogersi) are found in Puget Sound infrequently (Alcorn 1971; Jewett,
et al., 1953; Salo 1975). When observed they are often in large flocks on
tidal flats and along the sand beaches of exposed coasts. The stomachs of
219 American knots collected from the east coast of the United States (Sperry
1940) contained, by volume, 59% molluscs (mainly Nassariidae, Littorina sp.,
and Melampus sp. among the univalves, and Donax sp., Gemma~~~, ~
edulis, and Modiolus demissus among the bivalves); 14.8% insects (including
12.7% Diptera, i.e., Stratiomyiidae, Ephydridae, Tabanidae, Empididae, and
Tipulidae; 1.2% Coleoptera, i.e., Hydrophilidae; and 0.9% other insects, i.e.,
Formicidae, Pentatomidae, and Cydnidae); 8.9% crustaceans (including crab
eggs); 2.2% fish, marine annelids, and other incidental animals; and 15.2%
plants, primarily seeds of widgeongrass and other estuarine plants).

Least Sandpiper

Least sandpipers, common migrants and occasional winter residents in
this region, are quite abundant along the outer coast but also occur
frequently at Dungeness Spit and in the San Juan Islands (Jewett, et al.,
1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). April and May mark the spring migration,
August—September, the fall migration. Winter residents may be uncommon in
northern Puget Sound as few were reported during the 1976 Audubon Christmas
bird count (Heilbrum, et al., 1977). The principal food of least sandpiperS
feeding on beaches and mudflats is the amphipod Anisogammarus £~f~rvic2i~
(Couch 1966). Sanger (1970) indicated that elevated mudflats were preferred
foraging areas at high tide, whereas sandier mudflats were utilized during
low tide.
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Western Sandpiper

Western sandpipers are common spring and fall migrants in north Puget
Sound, occurring in April and May and again in July through December. Small
flocks are especially common in the San Juans and at DungenesS Spit (Jewett,
et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975; Heilbrum, et al., 1977).

Smith and Mudd (1976) listed a wide variety of prey items of western
sandpipers wintering in Grays Harbor. Polychaete annelids (24.4%, including
StreblosPiO benedicti and other unidentified spionids and Eteone longa),
nematodes (13.3%), amphipods (8.9%, Euhaustorius washingtoniuS), adult and
larval insects (6.7%), and tanaids (2.2%, Pancolus californiensiS) composed
the animal prey items, whereas saltmarsh plant seeds (40%, primarily Spergu—
lana marina but also including Triglochia maritimum and Deschampsia
~pitosa) were the main diet when the birds fed at high tide. Western
sandpipers collected from the San Juan Islands and other Pacific Northwest
sites had eaten mostly amphipods, including Anisogammarus confervicolus and
Corophium sp. (Couch 1966).

Sandenling

Sanderlings are common migrants and winter residents which form large
(e.g., 5,000 birds) flocks on the outer coast but smaller (e.g., 50) flocks
in north Puget Sound (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). They
were especially numerous at Bellingham and Dungeness Spit during the 1976
Audubon Christmas bird count (Heilbrum, et al., 1977). Aanphipods (Anisog~p~
marus confervicolus, Orchestoidea p~gettensis) and bivalve molluscs (razor
clams on the outer coast) are their usual prey organisms (Cough 1966).

Wilson’s Phalarope

Wilson’s phalarope is a casual summer migrant and resident which
migrates to the area in May and leaves in August (Jewett, et al., 1953;
Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). Jewett, et al. (1953), listed insects and their
larvae as the major food of sanderlings, although small crustaceans and
plants may also be consumed (Bent 1927).

Northern Phalarope

A much more common migrant than Wilson’s phalarope, the northern phala—
rope occurs in high numbers (10,000—17,000 birds) in northern Puget Sound
in May and August as well as offshore (Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975).
While insects appear to form much of the diet (80%), small crustaceans (9%),
polychaete annelids, small molluscs and fish, and plant material also
occurred in their diet (Bent 1927).

Parasitic Jaeger

Parasitic jaegers occur in Washington’s marine habitats frequently
during their spring (April—May) and fall (July—December) migration through
the region (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). Since they
commonly obtain food by harassing gulls and terns into dropping or disgorging
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their food, parasitic jaegers are ultimately linked to the food resources of
gulls and terns (Salo 1975).

Pomarine Jaeger

Little information is available on the distribution or relative
abundance of pomarine jaegers in the region. Guiget (l971a) states that they
appear offshore of Vancouver Island, B.C. in small numbers in mid—July
increasing through September; occurrence in inland waters is apparently
scarce. Although they capture small birds and rodents, when in marine
environments they appear to gain most of their food by robbing gulls, terns,
and other marine birds.

Glaucous—Winged Gull

Glaucous—winged gulls have been described as the most commonly observed
gull in nearshore areas along the Washington coast (Sanger 1965) but are
encountered in abundance offshore only during November and January (Sanger
1970). Manuwal’s (1977) survey of the breeding seabirds in Washington State
included an estimate of 6,234 breeding pairs in the San Juan Islands and the
Strait of Juan de Fuca; the largest populations included colonies on Colville
and Protection islands. They were the most prominent gull species surveyed
at Dungeness Spit in December 1977, totaling almost 600 birds (Olympic Pen.
Audubon Soc. 1977 Christmas Count Newsletter, unpub.).

Outram (1958) listed glaucous—winged gulls as one of the major causes
of herring egg mortality; the stomachs of 12 gulls that he examined contained
an average of 13,800 eggs. Fish, primarily capelin (Mallotus villosus)
occurred in the stomachs of 33% of the glaucous—winged gulls collected in
Alaskan waters by Sanger and Biard (1977). Pollock averaging 20 cm in length
were found in the stomachs of gulls associated with the Bering Sea pack ice
in April (Divoky, et al., 1977). James—Veitch and Booth (1954) listed chitons,
sea cucumbers, sea urchins, crabs (Cancer sp., HemigrapsuS sp.), blue mussels,
and polychaete worms (Nereis sp.) as prey of foraging glaucous—winged gulls.

Western Gull

Western gulls are the most common residents of Washington’s outer
beaches and non—breeding gulls are common through the Strait of Juan de Fuca
and northern Puget Sound (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975).
Hunt and Hunt (1976) examined the food items of western gull chicks on Santa
Barbara Island, California. They found that 89% of the food was composed
mostly of schooling fishes, and included northern anchovy (45% frequency
occurrence), jack mackerel (Trachurus ~yinmetricuS~ 5.2%), Pacific saury
(Cololabis saira, 2.8%), midshipman (~c~ths sp., 1.9%), and squid.

Herring Gull

The common, ubiquitous herring gull c~ccurs in every habitat of northern
Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca and is especially well adapted to
urbon coastal areas (Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975). Verbeek (1977)
established that in the Cumbria, England, area, immature herring gulls relied
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more on stealing than on foraging, until they developed feeding skills,
whereupon starfish became the principal food item. Herring gull predation
upon spawned herring eggs in British Columbia was reported by Outram (1958),
who documented an average of 8,500 eggs per stomach for the nine stomachs
examined. -

California Gull

California gulls occur in western Washington in abundance during their
fall and spring migrations and small numbers overwinter in Puget Sound
(Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo 1975). Though observed frequently,
they were not very abundant during the 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count
(Heilbrum, et al., 1977). As many as 1,000 have been recorded at Dungeness
Spit in August (Salo 1975). Though the California gull apparently is as
omnivorous as the other gulls (Jewett, et al., 1953; Salo 1975), it also
preys specifically on juvenile sea or shore birds (Chura 1962).

Ring—Billed Gull

Ring—billed gulls are common winter residents in western Washington and
non—breeding birds may be found throughout the summer (Alcorn 1971; Salo
1975; Eaton 1975). Like the other large gulls, ring—billed gulls consume
almost anything available and edible, including small fish, refuse, insects,
and small rodents and birds (Guiguet l97la; Salo 1975; Eaton 1975).

Mew Gull

Mew gulls are common winter residents along the Pacific Northwest coast
from October to April. Despite its common occurrence in this region, few
data on its food habits exist. In Alaskan waters they feed mainly on
unidentified crustaceans (83% frequency occurrence) and much less on fishes
(17%) (Sanger and Baird 1977), but are documented as feeding primarily on
small fishes when wintering in north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de
Fuca (Guiguet l97la).

Heermann’s Gull

As a common summer migrant, Heermann’s gulls are most abundant in Puget
Sound from August to October (Alcorn 1971; Guiguet 1971a; Salo 1975). School
ing neritic fishes, such as Pacific herring, or those of kelp beds are the
most common food organisms of Heermann’s gulls, but they are also known to
parasitize Bonaparte’s gulls and cormorànts (Guiguetl97la; Salö 1975).

Bonaparte’s Gull

Bonaparte’s gull occurs in Washington’s marine waters primarily as a
migrant and winter resident, reaching peak abundance in October (Salo 1975).
Counts in the San Juan Islands National Wildlife Refuge included approximately
7,000 in April and up to 15,000 in August. Wahl (1977) reported that after
high abundances in October and November, only a few hundred were seen at
Active Pass, B.C., until April and May when the northward—migrating gulls
passed through.
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Little detailed information exists on the diet of Bonaparte’s gull.
Jewett, et al. (1953), recorded that at times insects form the majority of
its prey. Salo (1975) suggested that “small fish and other marine life”
generally composed the diet. Guiguet (l971a) reported that small Pacific
herring and Pacific sand lance, forced to the surface by feeding-salmon,
were fed upon by Bonaparte’s gulls.

Sabine’s Cull

Sanger (1965) reported one or two Sabine’s gulls within five miles of
the Washington and Oregon coast during September and October, but it is
doubtful that they frequent the inshore waters of the Strait of Juan de Fuca
or northern Puget Sound CD. Manuwal, pers. comm.). Guiguet (l97la) reported
that Sabine’s gulls feed upon crustaceans, small fishes, and marine annelid
worms.

Black—Legged Kittiwake

Kittiwakes winter well offshore the coasts of Washington and British
Columbia but may occasionally be encountered inshore, especially during
storm periods (Gabrielson and Jewett 1940; Jewett, et al., 1953; Sanger 1970).
Sanger and Baird (1977) examined the stomachs of 21 of 76 specimens collected
in Alaskan waters between 1969 and 1976. Fish (Pacific sand lance, 43%
freq. occur., and Pacific herring, 14%) occurred in 76% of these stomachs,
crustaceans (the hyperiid amphipod Parathemisto libellula, 29%, and the
euphausiid Thysanoessa raschi, 14%) in 19%, and squid in 5%.

Both fish and invertebrates entered the diet of black—legged kittiwakes
collected in the Cape Thompson vicinity of Alaska (Springer and Roseneau
1977). Fishes included polar cod (Boreogadus saida, 33% freq. occur.),
saffron cod ( einus~~ciliS, 33%), flatfish (7%), and ninespine stickle—
back (~gitius p~gitius, 7%); and invertebrates included gastropods
(Trochidae, 13%), crabs (13%), nereid polychaetes (7%), shrimp (Pandalus
g~p4urus, P. montagui, Pandalus sp., and Eualus ~imardi, 7% each), isopods
(Saduria entomon, 7%), and insects (7%).

Fish (principally cod and capelin) and euphausiids (Thysanoessa inermis,
T. longipes, T. raschi, and T. spinif era) were the main prey items of kitti—
wakes collected in the Pribilof Islands (Hunt 1977). Birds feeding along the
southern edge of the Bering Sea icepack in March and April had consumed
capelin and walleye pollock (Theragra chalcogramma) (Divoky, et al., 1977).
The diet of black—legged kittiwakes of the Fame Islands in Great Britain
was almost completely composed of fish (98% prey abundance, 99% biomass),
primarily sand lance (Ainmodytidae), herring (Clupeidae), and cod (Gadidae).

Common Tern

whereas common terns migrate rapidly along the Pacific coast in the
spring, the fall migration during August to October brings them to the coastal
and Strait of Juan de Fuca areas (Jewett, et al., 1953; Alcorn 1971; Salo
1975). Salo (1975) reported 250 common terns observed at Dungeness Spit in
August. Common terns feed mainly on small neritic fishes (Salo 1975) which
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in this region would include Pacific herring, Pacific sand lance, smelt
(Osmeridae), and juvenile salmon.

Arctic Tern

Arctic terns are common migrants along the Pacific Northwest coast and
in north Puget Sound (Guiguet 1971a). A small breeding colony (7—12 pairs)
has been reported to occur on Jetty Island near Everett, Washington
(0. Mariuwal, pers. comm.). Crustaceans (unidentified) occurred in 100% of
the stomachs of birds collected by Sanger and Baird (1977) from Alaskan
waters between 1969 and 1976. ‘Pacific sand lance and herring composed the
majority of the prey abundance (87%) and biomass (85%) of arctic terns in the
Fame Islands of Great Britain (Pearson 1968).

Caspian Tern

Although at the approximate northern extremity of their West Coast
distribution, Cacpian terns are common, both as fall migrants and as breeding
birds (approximately 2,500), on the outer Washington coast (Robbins, et al.,
1966; Eaton 1975). Smith and Nudd (1976) reported the species composition
of 31 fish removed from a Grays Harbor ternery. Shiner perch composed over
half of the fish collected; juvenile chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta) and
Pacific staghorn sculpin were also common; white seaperch (Phanerodon furca—
tus), whitebait smelt (Allosmerus elongatus), snake prickleback, cutthroat
trout, and longnose dace (Rhinichthys cataractae) were also found. Bent
(1921) also suggested shrimp, mussels, and eggs and young of other birds as
prey items.

Common Murre

Common murres breed in large concentrations in crevices or on steep
cliffs, on the large stacks and islands of the outer coast, especially around
LaPush, Washington (Cody 1973), and are very abundant in the Strait of Juan
de Fuca from August through October. Manuwal (1977) documented 11,950 pairs
of common murres nesting on the outer coast of Washington. The largest
breeding populations were located in the Point Grenville and Willoughby Rock
vicinities.

The best documentation of common murre prey spectrum is in Scott’s
(1973) study at Yaquina Head, Oregon. His results substantiated earlier
reports by Belopol’skii (1957) and Bedard (1969) that common murres feed
mainly on midwater fishes. Scott’s study indicated that eulachon (Thaleich—
thys pacificus) and northern anchovy were the most important prey of the
regon. Juvenile rockfish became a major constituent of the diet of fledg
lings after they had left the breeding rocks. In one year, however,
epibenthic crustaceans (euphausiids, mysids) constituted 86.2% of the total
prey volume, a result that Scott attributed to the lack of midwater schooling
fishes in the area at that time. Using Scott’s data, Wiens and Scott (1975)
calculated the total animal energy demand of common murres off Oregon to be
3.488 k cal nr2, the highest of the four species they examined.
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Steele and Drury (1977), Hunt (1977), and Sanger, et al. (1977), also
documented the importance of midwater fishes in the prey spectrum of common
murres in Alaskan waters. The principal prey species were capelin, Pacific
sand lance, walleye pollock, a prickleback (Lumpenus fabrici), and several
other unidentified cod and smelt. Fish, primarily Pacific sand lance,
occurred in 77% of the stomachs examined from Alaskan waters by Sanger and
Baird (1977); crustaceans (unidentified) occurred in only 15%.

Common murres in the Cape Thompson vicinity of Alaska appeared to
utilize primarily polar cod (42% freq. occur.), saffron cod (33%), Pacific
sand lance (17%), and unidentified sculpins (17%) (Springer and Roseneau
1977). Murres collected over the Bering Sea pack ice in March by Divoky,
et al. (1977), had consumed 7.5—18 cm long pollock and 10—14 cm long capelin,
but the hyperiid amphipod Parathemisto sp. occurred the most frequently in
the stomach, though providing less than one percent of the total prey
volume; euphausiids appeared more often (57% freq. occur., 20.4% volume) in
April.

Tuck’s (1960) summary analysis of the diet of North Atlantic murres
also confirmed that they eat midwater schooling fishes, specifically gadids
(cod and haddock), sand lance, herring, and capelin, but also included such
diverse benthic fishes as sculpin and flatfish. Although they were not a
significant proportion of the total prey volume, a variety of invertebrates
(shrimp and cephalopod molluscs) also occurred in the diet. Common murres
in the Pembrokeshire region of Great Britain were observed to feed their
chicks sand lance and small herring (Clupea sprattus) in the 50—175 mm size
range (Harris 1970).

Pigeon Guillemot

Pigeon guillemot is ubiquitous throughout the region, breeding in small
colonies on high cliffs both offshore and inshore (Cody 1973). Nanuwal (1977)
estimated 161 breeding pairs along the outer Washington coast and 194 pairs
in the San Juan Islands and the Strait of Juan de Fuca; prominent colonies
in the latter region include Castle, Protection, Skipjack, and Smith islands.
They were tenth in total abundance of the diving birds observed during the
San Juan Island ferry transect surveys.

In Cody’s (1973) ecological analysis of Washington’s alcid communities,
the pigeon guillemot’s diet is distinguished from the other alcids’ diets by
its dependence on shallow sublittoral fishes, specifically “blennies”
(Pholidae and Stichaeidae?), and clingfish (Gobiesocidae). Cody’s analysis
was supportive of earlier, more general reports, including Drent (1965) who
reported that over 70% of the diet of pigeon guillemot on Mandarte Island,
B.C., was composed of blennies, flatfish, and sculpins, and Thoresen and
Booth (1958), who listed Pacific sand lance, surf smelt (Hypomesus~
black prickleback (~phister atropurpureuS), snake prickleback, and small
flatfish as the principal prey fed to nestlings. Fourteen of 16 prey items
consumed by pigeon guillemots in Yaquina Bay, Oregon, were flatfish; the
other two were blennies (Scott 1973). The same study also mentioned one
flatfish, eight planktonic crustaceans, and two crabs as the prey found in
two adults collected offshore. Both fish and crustaceans (euphausiids,
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~ysanoessa inermis) were represented in the stomachs of pigeon guillemots
collected in Alaskan waters between 1969 and 1976 by Sanger and Baird (1977).

Tufted Puffin

The only puffin which occurs in north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan
de Fuca and which plays any significant role in the food web is the tufted
puffin (Lunda cirrhata). It is particularly abundant along Washington’s
northwest coast where it nests in colonies on the larger stacks and islands
such as Carroll Island, Alexander Island, and Cake Rock (Cody 1973). One
population estimate for the outer coast region was 7,343 nesting pairs
(Manuwal 1977). Tufted puffin do not, however, nest in abundance inside the
Strait of Juan de Fuca, as Protection Island which has the largest breeding
colony in the region has only 25 to 30 nesting pairs (Manuwal 1977).

Cody’s (1973) comparative study of the alcids indicated that primary
prey delivered to nestlings by adult birds were, in decreasing order of
importance, Pacific sand lance, northern anchovy, rockfish, and smelt.
Sealy (1973) also listed Pacific sand lance as the major prey in June
delivered by nesting adults. Manuwal (1977), however, did not identify
Pacific sand lance as an important prey, rather smelt Q~yppmesus?), Pacific
herring, and northern anchovy. Manuwal (1977) and Bent (1929) also suggested
that feeding adults have a broader prey spectrum that includes crustaceans,
mussels, sea urchins, surf smelt, Pacific sardine (Sardinqp~ sag~), Pacific
herring, seaperch (Embiotocidae), Pacific sand lance, northern anchovy, and
rockfish.

Ainaral (1977) and Manuwal and Boersma (1977) reported 94.5% of the prey
delivered (89.5% freq. occur.) to tufted puffin chicks on the Barren Islands,
Alaska, was capelin; prowfish (Zaprora silensus) and squid also occurred but
were insignificant. Sanger and Baird (1977), however, noted that fish and
squid occurred approximately equally in their collections of tufted puffin
in Alaskan waters between 1969 and 1976; Pacific sand lance was the only
fish species identified from the stomach contents. Sanger, et al. (1977),
listed capelin, Pacific sand lance, walleye pollock, and invertebrates as
the principal prey of tufted puffin in the Kodiak Island area. Cod and
capelin composed all of the prey of tufted puffin sampled by Hunt (1977) on
St. Paul Island in the Pribilofs in 1976, but a year earlier the diet had
been volumetrically dominated by unidentified crabs.

Rhinoceros Aukiet

More than 11,000 breeding pairs of rhinoceruS auklets were estimated
along the outer coast, principally at Destruction Island, while 9,800 pairs
were estimated for the San Juan Island and Strait of Juan de Fuca region,
these breeding mainly at Protection Island (9,200) and Smith Island (600)
(Manuwal 1977). As one of the most abundant seabirds occurring in the Strait
of Juan de Fuca and the outer northwest Washington coast, rhinoceros auklets
of this region have been studied extensively over the past few years,
especially their diet (Richardson 1961; Cody 1973; Leschner 1976; Manuwal
1977; Wilson 1977). In most cases, these data were collected for breeding
adults collecting food for nestlings, mainly on Destruction and Protection
islands. 247



Richardson’S (1961) documentation of prey delivered to nestlings on
Protection Island listed 4—6 inch long Pacific sand lance as the main prey
item, the only other fish being a surf smelt. The bill loads averaged 6.4
Pacific sand lance (ranging from 1 to 13 fish) and included extremely fresh
fish, suggesting feeding grounds within 10 miles of Protection Island.

Annual variation was most obvious in the data obtained by Leschner
(1976) from Destruction Island. Northern anchovy accounted for 56.0%,
Pacific herring, 20.8%, and surf smelt, 15.3%, of the prey delivered to
nestlings in 1974. In 1975, night smelt (Spirinchus starksi) and Pacific
sand lance predominated (31.9% and 31.7%, respectively), followed by northern
anchovy (26.8%). Species composition also varied considerably over the
nesting period.

The comprehensive study by Wilson (1977) indicated that Pacific sand
lance and Pacific herring were the most important prey of rhinoceros aukiets
nesting on Protection Island in 1975 and 1976, composing 90.6% of the total
weight of 1,198 prey items over that time. Juveniles of all four species of
Pacific salmon, adult northern anchovy and surf smelt, juvenile walleye
pollock, and threespine stickleback occurred to a lesser extent. Prey
species composition reported by Wilson varied less during the nesting period
between 29 June and 29 August 1976 than the prey composition reported by
Leschner (1976). In Wilson’s study, juvenile salmonids declined slightly
and Pacific herring increased slightly over that period. Peak utilization
of Pacific sand lance occurred at the end of July, coinciding with the peak
abundance of chicks being fed on the island. Wilson also documented an
average daily consumption rate for nestling rhinoceros auklets of 54—55 g
Pacific herring per day.

Nanuwal’s (1977) studies provide the most extensive data on rhinoceros
aukiet prey items and quantities. Although there was some annual variation
between the two years sampled, prey delivered to nestlings on Protection
Island were mostly Pacific sand lance and herring in terms of both numbers
and biomass, augmented by juvenile salmon and several other neritic fishes
(Table C—3). This prey spectrum was quite dissimilar to the spectrum at
Destruction Island on the outer coast, where northern anchovy and night smelt
were more important, and where annual variation in prey composition was more
pronounced. Prey composition based on weight also shifted slightly over the
nesting period (nine weeks) at Protection Island. Juvenile salmon were more
important in the first four weeks, whereas Pacific herring gradually
increased in importance through the nesting period. The average number of
fish delivered to chicks on Protection Island was similar during the two
years (5.62 in 1975, 5.65 in 1976) but the average weights of the loads were
not similar (32.28 g in 1975, 29.52 in 1976) and the patterns over time were
also dissimilar.

Outside the north Puget Sound and Strait of Juan de Fuca area,
euphausiids appeared to be more important in the diet of adult rhinoceros
aukiets and their nestlings (Grinnel 1899; Linton 1908; Kozlova 1957; Komaki
1967). Pacific sand lance, however, dominated the stomach contents of four
rhinoceros auklets collected in Alaskan waters (Sanger and Baird 1977).

248



Table C—3. Percent composition of numbers of prey delivered to rhinoceros
auklet nestlings on Protection Island (from Munuwal 1977).

1975 1976

Prey % Number % Weight % Number % Weight

Pacific sand lance 82.78 70.60 74.36 63.76

Pacific herring 14.44 26.02 20.53 25.72

Chinook salmon, juv. 0.56 1.55 1.08 3.01

Pink salmon, juv. 0 0 2.26 3.50

Chum salmon, juv. 1.11 0.87 0 0

Coho salmon, juv. 0 0 0.10 0.19

Northern anchovy 0.56 0.77 0.79 2.09

Surf smelt 0 0 0.39 1.43

Walleye pollock 0 0 0.39 0.13

Threespine stickleback 0.56 0.19 0 0

Squid (unidentified) 0 0 0.10 0.17
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Cassin’S Auklet

Although common offshore, Cassin’s aukiets are not frequently
encountered nearshore, but they have been reported to breed on Carroll and
Alexander islands and on Cake Rock on the outer coast (Cody 1973). According
to Cody, Cassin’s aukiet is the only alcid in Washington that forages on
plankton at long distances. The plankton is regurgitated as a soup to the
nestlings. Thoreson (1964) and Manuwal (1974) documented euphausiids
(~ysanoessp~!~!)~ amphipods (Phromema sp.), and squid as the main
components of their diet off the coast of California. Sanger and Baird
(1977) listed only unidentified crustaceans in the stomach contents of five
Cassin’s aukiets collected in Alaskan waters.

Ancient Murrelet

Although neither Salo (1975) nor Manuwal (1977) includes ancient
murrelets in his survey, they appear, although infrequently, in the northern
reaches of Puget Sound during migration from their breeding sites in Alaska
and British Columbia and many may overwluLei in the rcgion (Sealy 1976).
The 1976 Audubon Christmas bird count recorded 377 at Victoria, B.C., and
incidental sightings at Pender Islands and Vancouver, B.C., and Bellingham,
Washington (Heilbrum, et al., 1977).

Sealy’s (1972) detailed comparison of the feeding ecology of the marbled
murrelet and the ancient murrelet during the breeding season in the Queen
Charlotte Islands, B.C., illustrated that adult ancient murrelets prey
specifically on euphausiids (Euphausia p~ç4fica, ~ysanoessa ~piif~),
which composed 92.4% of the total prey abundance, while fish (Pacific sand
lance and shiner perch) made up only 7.2%. Subadult birds, however, fed
more upon fish, primarily Pacific sand lance 30-60 mm in length, which
accounted for 45.7% of the total prey abundance vs. 55.3% for invertebrates.
Juvenile ancient murrelets were essentially piscivorous (98.3%). The
euphausiid E. p~cifica prevailed in the diet in March and April before it was
supplanted by T. spinifera; Pacific sand lance and shiner perch occurred
during the period between mid—June and mid—July. Sealy (1973) also noted
that ancient murrelets often fed in conjunction with black—legged kittiwakes
and glaucous—winged gulls, which were feeding on similar prey organisms at
the surface. The results of Sanger and Baird’s (1977) examination of ancient
murrelets in Alaskan waters were generally similar, the euphausiid Thysano—
essa inermis being the principal prey of adult birds.

Marbled Murrelet

Marbled murrelets are an abundant summer bird along the Pacific North
west coast (Drent and Guiguet 1961) and are presumed to nest inland on large
rivers (Hoh and Quileute) of the Olympic Peninsula (Cody 1973).

Compared with the prey spectrum of adult ancient tnurrelets, that of
adult and subadult marbled murrelets is much more oriented toward fish.
Sealy (1972) documented that small (less than 60 mm in length) Pacific sand
lance provided 61.8% of the total prey abundance of prey organisms for
marbled murrelets in the Queen Charlotte Islands, B.C.; shiner perch,
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rockfish, osmerids (smelt, capelin, eulachon), and prickleback were other
important fishes. Euphausiids (~f~y~anoessa spinifera) larger than 12 mm
formed the majority of the invertebrates consumed, which overall contributed
only 26.8% of the total prey abundance, and occurred only early (mid—April to
late June) in the breeding season. Shiner perch and osmerids appeared in the
diet primarily in the latter half of the breeding season (early July to mid—
August). Sealy (1973) also found marbled murrelets feeding upon T. spinifera
in conjunction with glaucous—winged gulls.

Manuwal and Boersma (1977) also listed fish (unidentified) as the main
constituent (67% abundance) of the food of marbled murrelets collected in
the Gulf of Alaska and the southeastern Bering Sea. Both fish (67% freq.
occur.) and unidentified crustaceans (33%) occurred in marbled murrelets
collected in Alaska’ south—central waters (Sanger and Baird 1977).
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APPENDIX D. MARINE MM~MALS

D—l. Cetaceans

Scheffer and Slipp (1948) recorded 20 species of cetaceans (whales,
dolphins, and porpoises) in the marine waters of Washington State; Pike and
MacAskie (1968) listed 21 from British Columbia (Table Dl).* These
comprehensive accounts, however, were based principally upon records of
the coastal whaling stations** and of strandings, rather than upon
systematic survey observations with estimates of abundance. As a result
they do not necessarily reflect whale populations of today, many of which
(sperm and humpback whales) havc been seriously d~p1eted by ~verharvesting;
only gray whales have recovered to their estimated original abundance.
In addition, only a few of the cited species were ever common to the
enclosed waters of Puget Sound, the Strait of Georgia, and the inner Strait
of Juan de Fuca, though many were encountered during aboriginal whaling
activities by the Makah Indians, who were located on the western end of the
Strait of Juan de Fuca. Of the modern occurrences of cetaceans in the
region’s inland waters, only two cetaceans——Orca (killer whale) and harbor
porpoise——can still be considered abundant, and four——Pacific white—sided
dolphin, Dall porpoise, gray whale, and Minke whale——are still relatively
common. The following species accounts consider all cetaceans reported in or
adjacent to the Strait of Juan de Fuca and northern Puget Sound, but the
preceding food web section discusses only the six species which now occur in
the region.

All the cetaceans documented for the region have been categorized
according to six functional feeding groups (Table D—2). Of the common or
abundant species, gray and Minke whales were determined to be obligate
planktivores and the Pacific white—sided dolphin and the Dall porpoise,
facultative piscivores in pelagic habitats; in nearshore habitats, the Pacific
harbor porpoise has been classified as an obligate piscivore while the orca
or killer whale sits at the peak of the marine food web as a facultative
carnivore.

*Nomenclature has been standardized according to Rice (1977).

**Statistics came mostly from one station operating at Bay City,
Washington, from 1911 to 1925 and another at Coal Harbour on Vancouver Island,
British Columbia, from 1948 through 1959 and 1962 through 1967.
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Species Accounts

Baird’s Beaked Whale

Looking much like a small sperm whale (10—15 m long at maturity), Baird’s
beaked whale appears to occur principally along the coast, peak occurrences
being in the fall. Six whales were reported in early October 1976, 75 km
offshore of Westport, Washington, by Wahl (1977). Of thirteen stomachs
examined from the Coal Harbour station between 1950 and 1958, three were
empty. Squid and rockfish (Sebastes spp.) bones appeared in seven stomachs
and skate egg cases were found in the stomach contents of two.

Stejneger Beaked Whale and Other Mesoplodon sp.

Another group of beaked whales includes three species of Mesoplodon,
of which M. stejnegeri appears to be the prominent species. They appear
typically along the coast, although an early record by Scammon (1874)
indicated a large number may have occurred in Port Townsend Bay (Scheffer and
Slipp 1948). There is no recorded account of stomach contents of any of these
species. We assume they would feed similarly to the other beaked whales, i.e.,
basically upon squid and fishes.

Cuvier’s Beaked Whale

Although no confirmed records of Cuvier’s beaked whale originate from
Washington, there have been a number of records from the west coast of
Vancouver Island and the Queen Charlotte Island area. Little stomach contents
information is presently available. Recently, the stomach of one specimen,
4.3 m in length, washed ashore on the north side of Nizki Island in the western
Aleutians, was examined and reported to contain squid remains (R.M. May~er,
Fish. Res. Inst., personal communicatiOn, 1979).

Sperm Whale

Although now seldom reported off the coast of Washington, the largest
of the toothed whales (15—20 m at maturity) were third in abundance in the
catch at Bay City, Washington, stations, 1913—1915 and 1918—1919 (Scheffer
and Slipp 1948), and composed almost 80% of thewhales taken at Queen Charlotte
Islands’ whaling stations between 1933 and 1943, and 32% of those taken at
Coal Harbour between 1948 and 1959 (Pike and MacAskie 1968). Sperm whales
therefore may have been a predominant species before coastal whaling off
Washington and southern British Columbia and present high seas whaling reduced
their numbers. They appeared from late spring through early fall in large
harem schools in the open ocean up to 200 miles from the west coast of British
Columbia (Pike and MacAskie 1968). This concentration was apparently a
feeding aggregation, as most stomachs contained food organisms, including
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squid (Moroteut~4~~ ~hagfish (~p ~us~~uti), and
rockfish. Octopi, codfish (Gadidae), and a lamprey (Petromyzofltidae)
constituted incidental prey items (Robbins, et al., 1937).

Small to moderate sized cephalopod molluscs (squid and octopus) appeared
to be the prevalent prey items of sperm whales on most localities including
the western Gulf of Alaska (Thompson 1940; Kawakaini 1976), the Bering Sea
(Okutani and NemotO 1964), California (Fiscus and Rice 1974, Japan (Okutani,
et al., 1976), the Kurile Islands (Bethesheva and Akimushkin 1955), New
Zealand (Gaskin and Cawthorn 1967), Spain (Clarke and MacLeod 1974), and
Northwest Africa (Clarke 1962). Taxonomic composition of the squids varied
according to the geographic region, but the family Gonatidae composed more
than half of the squid prey reported for the North pacific. Okutani, et al.
(1976), identified 15 species belonging to 9 families where species of the
families Histioteuthidae, Qnunastrephidae, and OnychoteUthidae numerically
predominated. The so—called giant squid, Architeuth4~ sp. and ~
robusta, did not occur frequently but contributed high biomass proportions
when they did occur.

Fish appeared less frequently than squid in almost all circumstances
but often contributed considerably to the total prey biotnass. Gaskin and
Cawthorn (1967) documented a 1.7:1 ratio of squid to fish by weight. All of
the 14 sperm whale stomachs examined at Port Hobron in 1937 and 8 of the 13
from Akutan in 1938 had cephalopod remains. Fish (lingcod, ~
elonga~~), rockfish, skates (family Rajiidae), and their egg cases) and
hermit crabs (Paguridae) were secondary prey items (Thompson 1940).

Backus (1966) described the contents of one sperm whale from the Azores
as containing “10 or 12 photophore_bearing cephalopods, each about 1 m in
total length, 2 lancetfish (AlepisauP~ sp.), each about 1 m long, and the
partial remains of a large shark” (probably Cetorhin~~ maximii~).

Spotted Dolphins

No specimen records nor stomach contents of spotted dolphins (Stenella
S.~ and S. caeruleoalba) have been examined from the

northern Washington Ot southeastern British Columbia coasts. Wahl (1977)
reported one sighting of S. caeruleoalba, 72 kin northwest of Westport in late
September 1976.

Miyazaki, et al. (1973), provided detailed stomach contents analyses of
27 specimens of S. caeruleoalba from Sagami Bay, Japan. An average of 53.6
± 43.6 (± 1 s.d.) prey organisms comprising 7.6 ± 3.5 species was contained
in each stomach, weighing an average of 1,074 ± 418 g. Fish numerically
dominated the stomach contents at 59% of the total prey abundance. Lanterfl
fishes were the prevalent group, especially ~ sp., accounting for 64%
of all identified fishes. The estimated body lengths of consumed fishes
ranged from 60 to 300 mm. Shrimp, especially Bentheo~1fl~e~ borealis, were
also common prey components, followed by squid. All prey species were pelagic
or epipelagic. Since the coastal environments of central Japan and northern
Washington and southern British Columbia are similar, the food habits of this
genus of dolphin may also be similar.
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Pacific Common Dolphin

One specimen of this species, relatively rare in the region, recovered
at Victoria, B.C., was not examined for stomach contents. Fiscus and Niggol
(1965) reported the stomach contents of four animals from central California.
Fish——Myctophidae, northern anchovy (Engraulis mordax), Pacific saury (Cob—
labis saira)——and squid (Gonatus sp., Onychoteuth~ sp., Loligo opalescens)
were the predominant prey items.

Northern Right—Whale Dolphin

One right whale found stranded on a southwestern Washington coastal
beach had one squid beak in its stomach (Scheffer and Slipp 1948). About 20
individuals were observed by Wahl (1977) in association with gray grampus
dolphins in October 1974, 85 km west of Westport.

Pacific White—Sided Dolphin

Pike and NacAsk~i~ (1969) listed 32 sightings of Pacific white—sided
dolphins from British Columbia and northern Washington which suggested an
inshore movement in winter and an offshore movement in summer. The northern
most observation made by Fiscus and Niggol (1965) was off Point Grenville;
they reported few Pacific white—sided dolphins inside the 100—fm and few
outside the 1,000—fm curve. Wahi (1977) included one report of 25—30 Pacific
white—sided dolphins observed 72 km northwest of Westport in late September
1976. Extremely large pods of 1,000—2,000 animals have been reported in the
Gulf of Alaska (Pike 1959; Fiscus, et al., 1977); 55 other sightings have
been reported between 1958 and 1975 (Fiscus, et al., 1977).

Few stomach samples have been examined in the northeastern Pacific
region. Five from California coastal waters reported in Fiscus and Niggol
(1977) had consumed fish (northern anchovy, 45—95%, and Pacific hake, Mer—
luccius ~~1uctus, 5—10%) and squid (Gonatus sp.). Another specimen from
California was reported to have fed upon squid (Scheffer 1950b) while
another from that area had consumed Pacific sardine (Sardinops ~g~)
(Higgins 1919).

LanternfiSheS were the main fish (77% of total stomach contents volume)
of the prey consumed by 13 Pacific white—sided dolphins examined by Wilke,
et al. (1953); anchovy, ~graulis japonica, and chub mackerel, Scomber
j~ponicus, were the other prey fishes. Squid beaks and eye lenses, probably
from Watasenia scintillans, composed only 7% of the stomach contents volume.

Orca (Killer Whale)

Undoubtedly the most ubiquitous toothed whale in north Puget Sound and
the Strait of Juan de Fuca is the orca. As of 1977, approximately 115 whales
occurred in this area, of which 65—70 could be considered residents (compos
ing four distinct pods designated J, K, L 8, and L 10) and the remainder
transients (composing seven pods, A5, E, G, M, N, 0, and Q) (Bigg , et al.,
1976). Recent sightings suggest that the resident pods may now comprise
75—80 individuals (Balcomb 1978; K. Balcomb and R. Osborne, pers. comm.).

267



There was no distinct pattern to their distribution and movements (M.S.
Bigg, Pac. Biol. Sta., pers. comm.), which appeared to be related directly
to feeding or the search for food (Balcomb and Goebel 1976). Only J pod
appeared to be completely residential in Puget Sound, the Strait of Georgia,
and eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca, having a range of about 210 nautical
miles. The other three pods apparently resided in the region 8—9 months of
the year, entering and leaving through the Strait of Juan de Fuca; there is
no information on their movement along the outer coast. The transient pods
occurred infrequently, moving into and out of the northern Strait of Georgia
from the north, and have never been seen inside Puget Sound proper. Several
aggregations of 3 to 17 animals were sighted, 25—100 km off Westport by
Wahl (1977) between May and September.

Scheffer and Slipp (1948) summarized orca food habits and feeding beha
vior known to that time. A diverse array of marine mammals, sea birds,
fishes, and cephalopod molluscs were the principal prey taxa described.
Smaller individuals and nursing calves of humpback (~g~aptera novaeangl~),
finback (Balaenoptera p~ysa1us), and gray (Eschrichtius robustus) whales,
harbor porpoise (Phocoena p~coeua), hair seal, black brant (Branta ~g~—
cans), greenling (Hexagrammidae), lingcod, salmon (Oncorhynchus sp.), and
squid were the specific organisms itemized.

Nishiwaki and Handa (1958) were the first to evaluate orca food habits
on a large scale. Their analysis of the stomach contents of 364 orcas from
the coast of Japan indicated that the whales fed mostly on fishes and
cephalopods, but also on large numbers of cetaceans and pinnipeds.

Detailed information on orca food habits was assembled by Rice (1968).
He summarized the stomach contents of ten orcas collected in offshore waters
of the eastern North Pacific between Kodiak Island, Alaska, and San Miguel
Island, California. Eight of the ten stomachs examined contained marine
mammal remains, specifically California sea lion (~4~if0rniafl~-’~),
northern sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus), elephant seal (Mirounga 4~4rO~—
tris), harbor porpoise, Dali porpoise (Phocoenoidesdalli), and minke whale
(Balaeroptera acutorostrata), which made up over 75% of the total prey.
Three stomachs contained fish, including Pacific halibut (~ppoglossus
~ opah (Lampris ~gius), and carcharinid sharks. Only one speci
men contained cephalopod remains. Martinez and Klinghammer (1969) generally
itemized orca prey organisms, which included 10 species of cetaceans, 8
pinnipeds, 11 teleost fishes, 6 other vertebrates, and 3 elasmobranch fishes.
One specimen from California examined by Fiscus and Niggol (1965) was pre
sumed to have eaten one California sea lion, one cetacean, and as many as
four elephant seals.

Other recorded prey organisms of orcas have included northern fur seal
(Callorhinus ursinus) in the western North Pacific (Bychkov 1967); bearded
seal ~barbatus) and walrus (~42q~u~ rosmarus) in the Bering Sea
(Zenkovich 1938); eagle ray (~~ioba~4~sP.) off Brazil (Costello 1977);
leatherback sea turtle (Dermoche1y~cOriac~) in the Lesser Antilles (Cald—
well and Caldwell 1969); and minke whalealong the northwest coast of
Vancouver Island, B.C. (Hancock 1965).
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Recent observations of orca feeding activity and collections of prey
remains made by Pacific Biological Station biologists off southeastern
Vancouver Island identified chinook (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), coho (0.
kisutch), and sockeye salmon (0. nerka), and anadromous (steelhead) trout
(Salmo ~irdneri) as important food items in the region of concern (N. Bigg
and G. Ellis, unpub. data).

Existing reports of orca food habits imply that pinnipeds and small
cetaceansconstitUte the preferred prey organisms and the staple element of
the orca diet in most regions of the world. Rice (1968) has pointed out,
however, that, “in Puget Sound, where the killer whale population is probably
denser than anywhere else in the world,the marine mammal population (mostly
harbor porpoise, Minke whale, Pacific harbor seal, and a few northern sea
lions) does not appear large enough to provide a major proportion of the
killer whale’s diet. It is widely believed that runs of spawning salmon are
a major food there during the summer, but no data are available to support
this assumption.” As supported by Bigg’s recent evidence, salmon and
abundant schooling forage fishes such as Pacific herring (Clupea harenguS
pallasi) and Pacific sand lance (Ammodytes hexapterus) may be the most stable
trophic contribution to the orca’s diet in northern Puget Sound and the Strait
of Juan de Fuca, supplemented by such pinnipeds and small whales as they may
encounter.

Feeding behavior may also vary from pod to pod. Balcomb and Goebel
(1976) identified L pod as being more aggressive in its food habits than
others; i.e., it was the only one observed to take marine mammals. The L pod
typically frequented the waters on the west side of Vancouver Island and the
Olympic Peninsula, venturing periodically into inland waters through the
Strait of Juan de Fuca.

Gray Grampus or Risso’s Dolphin

Stroud (1968) documents one of the few records of gray grampus dolphin
in Washington. His description of a young male specimen which washed ashore
at Makkaw Bay (northwest, exposed coast of Olympic Peninsula) included
contents of the stomach, which, though the animal had been dead about a
month, included 44 (55 g) identifiable squids. Seven taxa were represented;
Gonatus fabrici, two other gonatids, and Chiroteuthis verangi were the most
prominent forms but Onychoteuthis banksi and Octopodoteuthis sicula were also
present. Several verified records and several credible sightings of gray
grampus dolphin exist for British Columbia which is apparently the northern
limit of its range (Guiguet and Pike 1965; Pike and MacAskie 1968); no food
habits were determined, however. Wahl (1977) reported three sightings, one
in October 1974 and two in September 1976, of gray grampus in groups of 40 to
60, often mixed with other species such as Pacific striped dolphin.

False Killer Whale

Scheffer and Slipp (1948) provided the only record of a false killer whale
in Washington and British Columbia, an animal stranded near Olympia (south
Puget Sound) in 1937. Its stomach contained some salmon remains.
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Shortf in Pilot Whale

Although sightings of Pacific pilot whales have occurred frequently,
especially in 1958 when there appeared to be a northward shift in distribution,
there were but a few verified specimens in the Washington and British Columbia
region (Pike and MacAskie 1968). They do not appear to move into the region’s
coastal waters before mid—April (Fiscus and Niggol 1965). Sighting data
recently compiled by the Moclips Cetological Society’s Orca Survey suggest
that five to ten groups may frequent Puget Sound each year, principally in
spring and summer (Rich Osborne, pers. comm.). No diet information was
reported.

Harbor Porpoise

Considered the most frequently seen cetacean in Washington State by
Scheffer and Slipp (1948), harbor porpoise range the breadth of Puget Sound
and the Strait of Georgia, through the Strait of Juan de Fuca, and well
offshore Washington and British Columbia. They were frequently sighted by
Wahl (1977) close inshore of Westport and in Grays.Harbor channel, usually
in groups of one to five animals. They have been captured in nets set on the
bottom as deep as 44 fm. When seen in Puget Sound they were often in groups
of two to five, occasionally ten to twelve. The 1977 Orca Survey, conducted
by the Noclips Cetological Society (Balcomb 1978) also reported seven
sightings of harbor porpoise in the San Juan Islands; compilation of their
total data, however, suggests that between 30 and 60 are seen each year in
northern Puget Sound (Rich Osborne, pers. comm.).

Scheffer and Slipp (1948) concluded from the contents of four stomachs
that, “the favorite foods of the harbor porpoise are probably fishes under
a foot in length; of slender form and soft flesh; lacking stiff spines and
armor; including types that commonly run in schools near, but not on, the
bottom. Such speedy swimmers as the salmon and trout; bottom dwellers;
heavily armed species like the rock—cod and sculpin, and invertebrates with
the exception of the squid, are probably not important in the diet of the
porpoise.”

Five Pacific herring were found in the stomach of one female harbor
porpoise examined at Port Townsend, Washington, in May 1950 (Wilke and Kenyon
1952).

Dall Porpoise

Despite the high abundance of Dali porpoise in Washington and British
Columbia waters, second only to the harbor porpoise, few described specimens
existed (Scheffer and Slipp 1948; Pike and MacAskie 1968). Dali porpoise
appeared to be most abundant offshore and common in the Strait of Juan de
Fuca, though seldom seen in either the Strait of Georgia or Puget Sound
proper. Fiscus and Niggol (1977) observed Dali porpoise six times during
April 1959, all within 50 km of shore. Sightings of Dali porpois.e were made
on 24 of the 34 cruises between July and October described by Wahl (1977),
but sightings occurred on only 2 of 12 cruises between mid—April and mid—Nay.
The majority of these observations were made more than 50 kin offshore and
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were of groups of 3 to 6 porpoise. Dali porpoise generally travel in
schools of 5 to 14 (usually 6) but are encountered inshore in groups of 30 to
100 in spring and fall. Eight sightings of Dali porpoise were reported in
the 1977 Orca Survey (Balcomb 1978), principally along western Whidbey Island
between Rosario Strait and Possession Point. More recent assesstn~nt of the
survey data indicates that three to four groups, comprising 40 to 60
individuals,of Dali porpoise frequent Puget Sound (Rich Osborne, pers. comm.).

Pacific herring were the sole prey found in the stomachs of four Dali
porpoise taken in Queen Charlotte Sound, B.C., by Cowan (1944). The stomachs
of the Dali porpoise collected in 1937 between Sauk Inlet and Port Angeles
along the Strait of Juan de Fuca contained fish and squid beaks and unidenti
fied “eyes” (Scheffer and Siipp 1948). Of five specimens collected offshore
Washington and British Columbia between 1957 and 1959, the stomachs of two
were empty, two had “mostly squids,” and one had “mostly herring.” Stomach
contents of nine Dali porpoise collected off the California and Washington
coasts between 1964 and 1972 (Stroud et al. 1964—72) contained 4 species of
pelagic fish, one flounder and six species of squid. Fiscus and Niggol (1965)
examined the stomach contents of five specimens collected off northern
California; one stomach was empty, the other four contained only remains of
squid.

The stomach contents of 25 Dali porpoise from Monterey Bay were examined
by Loeb (1972). She found that hake~juvenile rockfish,
and the squid Lolig~~ were the prevalent prey between May and
December, and northern anchovy and Pacific herring became important in winter.
During the period between October and April other fish species became
important: Myctophids (including predominantly Tarletonbeania crenularis),
night smelt (~irinc~~ starksi), Pacific~
spotted cusk—eel (~ hi4 um l~, pompano (Fetrilussimilii~)~ juvenile
sablefish ~ pioppp~, fimbria), California smoothtongue (Bathylag~ stilb~~),
pinpoint lampfish (LampanyctuS~~~45), snailfish (Liparis sp.), eeipouts
(Zoarcidae), grenadiers (Macrouridae), and eels. Pelagic cephaiopods found
in the stomachs included the squids~ Gonatus sp., and
p~yçhoteut!4~ boreaii—j 2nicus, and the octopus Octopus bimaculatuS.

Capeiin (Mallotus villosus) were the only prey found in the stomachs
of two porpoise from the Gulf of Alaska examined by Scheffer (1953). Squid
predominated in the stomach contents of 148 Dall porpoise from the Bering
Sea and North Pacific examined by Mizue, et al. (1966); fish, including
sockeye salmon, and shrimp were secondary components of the diet.

Ninety—eight percent of the total volume of the stomach contents of four
Dali porpoises collected off Japan by Wilke et al. (1953) was squid,
predominantly Onmastr~.,~h~s, sloani~ a gadid fish, Laemoneu1~
morosum, composed the remainder of the contents. LanterflfiShes (predominantly
Notoscopel~ sp. and Tarletonbeaflia ~ as well as Diaphus sp.,
~panyçP~ sp.,~ sp. and other unidentified myctophid species) and
a fish species of the family Sudidae (~4ei.2. sp.) were the principal prey
of seven Dali porpoise described by Wilke and Nicholson (1958); squids
(including Watasenia scintiii~ and Ommastreplles sloani 2~c~s), though
frequently fed upon, did not provide a high percentage of the stomach contents
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volume.

Beluga Whale

Scheffer and Slipp (1948) included a 1940 report of a white or beluga
whale observed in south—central Puget Sound. This was an extremely rare
occurrence for a whale which was previously not seen south of Cook Inlet,
Alaska.

Belugas apparently have a broad prey spectrum. Kleinberg, et al. (1964),
reported prey including arctic cod (Boregadus saida), capelin, salmon,
flatfish (Pleuronectidae), herring, and crustaceans. Johnson, et al. (1966),
examined the stomachs of two belugas taken in the Cape Thompson region of
Alaska and described the contents as arctic cod and at least three species
of shrimp.

Pygmy Sperm Whale

Very few specimens of this species were reported from the Pacific
coast of North America, though one from the central coast of Washington was
examined in 1942 (Scheffer and Slipp 1948). Although it had been dead for
two weeks, its stomach still contained evidence of 15 squid, at least 10 fish
(including Pacific sandfish, Trichodon trichodon), crab, and shrimp (including
Pasiphaea pacifica, Pandalus borealis?, and Pandalopsis disp~?).

Gray Whale

Gray whales pass close inshore through Washington and British Columbia
coastal waters during their migration between their calving grounds along
southern California and northern Mexico and the summer feeding grounds in the
Bering Sea. They usually appear during their northward migration between
February and May and in December and January during their southward migration
(Pike and MacAskie 1968), traveling individually or in groups of two, three,
or four. Wabi’s (1977) four sightings all occurred in May and were
typically close inshore. It was primarily during the northward migration in
spring that the Indian whalers of the Pacific Northwest concentrated on the
gray whale, highly susceptible to their harvest because of its small size,
moderate speed, and tendency to pass close inshore (Scammon 1974; Scheffer
and Slipp 1948). They generally cross the mouth of the Strait of Juan de
Fuca in a line between Cape Flattery and Pachena Point, Vancouver Island
(Hatler and Darling 1974; Hart 1977), or Carmanah and Cape Beale (Pike 1962).
The incidence of gray whales venturing inside the Strait of Juan de Fuca is
not high. One was reported at Point Defiance, in south—central Puget Sound,
in about 1938, and recently a young calf was discovered floating dead in
Possession Sound (Seattle P—I, June 21, 1978), and one beached near Neah Bay
in August 1978. Included in Balcomb’s (1978) 1977 Orca Survey were eight
sightings of gray whales, two in the Port Angeles vicinity, two around
Bremerton, and four in southern Puget Sound. In general, 20 individuals may
be assumed to frequent Washington’s inland waters annually (Rich Osborne,
pers. comm.).
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Scainmon (1874), Pike (1962), and Rice and Wolman (1967, 1971)
maintain that in general gray whales do not feed significantly along the
southern section of their migration route; only one of the 84 stomachs
examined by Rice and Wolman (1967) contained prey organisms, zoea of the crab
~~4~rudis. Wilke and Fiscus (1961), Hewell and Huey (1930), Rau and
Schevill (1974, citing Ken Balcomb, pers. comm.), and Hart (1977), however,
have provided indications of feeding activity or significant stomach contents
for some gray whales during the migration along the Pacific Northwest coast.
Planktonic euphausiids (Euphausia pacifica) and nektonic fishes (rainbow
smelt, osmerusmordax?, northern anchovy)were the prevalent prey in these
instances. The stomach of the dead calf from Possession Sound was reported
to contain crab zoea (Bob Everitt, NOAA, pers. comm.).

On their usual feeding grounds in the Bering and Chukchi seas (Pike
1962), benthic and epibenthic organisms are the prevalent food, specifically
gammarid amphipods but also other epibenthic crustaceans such as mysids,
cumaceans, and isopods (Pike 1962; Rice and Wolman 1967, 1971; Tomilin 1957;
Ziiniishko and Lenskaya 1970). Wilke and Fiscus (1961) described the feeding
whales making large muddy blotches in the water as they came to the surf ac~
to blow, implying that, “in feeding along the bottom thewhales gathered mud
along with food and were expelling it through their baleen as they rose to
the surface.” Tomilin (1957) supposed that the whales fed by scooping and
plowing their mouths into the bottom, but Ray and Schevill (1974), from
observations of a captive juvenile gray whale, documented a bottom_sweeping
feeding sequence wherein tithe whale rolls over far enough so that the cheek
is about parallel with the bottom, and the lip is opened as the tongue,
pressing against the palate, pushes the gular region away so that it expands,
producing an inflow which brings in the epibenthic food. Then the tongue
relaxes and the gular musculature tightens, reducing the size of the mouth
cavity and expelling water; the food is trapped in the baleen fringes. We
do not know exactly what happens next; perhaps a slight renewed suction of
water removes the food from baleen fringes, and swallowing presumably follows.”
This behavior, if real, would explain the asymmetric distribution of
barnacles along the head, producing predominantly “right—sided” (feeding on
left side) animals (Kasuya and Rice 1970).

Finback (Fin) Whale

Historically, fin whales were the first or second most abundant whale
of the Pacific Northwest coast. Pike and MacAskie (1969) indicated that fin
whales were the most abundant of the baleen whales found along the coast of
British Columbia; they were the second most important species in the commercial
catch there and off the Washington coast (Scheffer and Slipp 1948). Several
reports exist of fin whales sighted or captured in Puget Sound and the Strait
of Georgia. Although many of the adult whales appear to be migrants traveling
between summer feeding grounds in the North Pacific and winter breeding grounds
to the south, young animals may reside off the Washington and British Columbia
coast during the summer (Pike and MacAskie 1968).

While the little that is known of fin whale feeding in our region is
to be found principally in Pike (1950), reports of their food organisms in
the North Pacific include the expansive work by Nemuto (1959), and ~ndrews
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(1909), Bethesheva (1954, 1955), Mizue (1951), Nemoto and Kasuya (1965), and
Thompson (1940). Nemoto (1959) and Tomilin (1954) showed that fin whales
have the second greatest number of baleen plates and the third gmallest baleen
fringe diameters of all the baleen whales in the North Pacific. Fin whales
also have comparatively coarse baleen fringes, similar to those in blue whales.
They found that euphausiids and calanoid copepods served as the primary food
items and pelagic schooling fishes (primarily capelin, juvenile walleye pollock,
Therag~ chalcogramma, and Pacific herring) provided secondary contributions.
ThysanoeSsa inermis and T. longipes were the principal euphausiid species, and
Calanus cristatus and C. plumchrus the principal copepod species occurring in
the samples examined by Nemoto (1959). Copepods predominated in the stomachs
of whales taken offshore whereas euphausiids predominated in specimens
captured along the coast (Nemoto and Kasuya 1965). Euphausiids (T. inermis)
were the dominant prey in 48 of the 50 stomachs with food examined from
Akutan, Alaska, in 1937 and 1938; walleye pollock (Theragra chalcogramma)
and calanoid copepods (Calanus cristatus) predominated in the other two
stomachs (Thompson 1940). Fin whales were also feeding on euphausiids
(Euphausia pacifica, Thysanoessa spinifera) off the coast of California in
1937; only one of the 14 stomach samples had copepods as the prevalent prey
(Thompson 1940).

Sei Whale

For many years the sei whale was largely ignored by the commercial
whalers off the Pacific Northwest coast because of its small size and poor
yield of oil, but it became more important with the decline of the fin whales.
Of British Columbia’s commercial catch from 1962 through 1966, 57% was
composed of sei whales (Pike and MacAskie 1969). At the Bay City whaling
station, however, only 21 sei whales were taken between 1911 and 1925
(Scheffer and Slipp 1948). There are no confirmed reports of sei whales
appearing in the inland waters of Puget Sound.

Amongst the baleen whales of the North Pacific, sei whales have an
intermediate number of baleen plates but have one of the lowest diameters of
baleen fringes, second only to young right whales (Tomilin 1954; Nemoto 1959).
The fine filtering capability of the sei’s baleen morphology is reflected in
the predominance of small prey organisms, almost exclusively calanoid
copepods. Nemoto (1959), Nemoto and Kasuya (1965), and Kawamura (1973)
illustrated that calanoid copepods, including Calanus cristatus, C. plum—
chrus, C. pacificus, and Encalanus bungj~ bungi, were the primary food
species, C. cristatus being more dominant in offshore waters than the others.
Other prey organisms occurring less frequently in the stomach contents of sei
whales were euphausiids (predominantly Euphausia p~ç4fica), saury, chub
mackerel, Japanese sardine, Sardinops melanostica, and squid,~
sloani pacificus (Nemoto 1959; Kawamura 1973). Fish appeared prominently in
the diets of whales collected south of 4O°N.

The stomach of one sei whale examined at Port Hubron, Alaska, in 1937
contained copepods, Calanus cristatus, and a few amphipods, whereas 12 taken
in coastal California had eaten only euphausiids (Thompson 1940).
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Minke (Little Piked) Whale

Because minke whales, the smallest of the baleen whales occurring along
the Pacific Northwest coast, were not favored by the commercial whalers, the
historical records did not reflect their actual abundance. Wahl -(1977)
included one report of a minke 179 km offshore Westport in September 1976.
Collins (1892) and Waterman (1920) reported that the native whalers off Cape
Flattery and the Strait of Juan de Fuca did take minkes. Scanimon (1874)
reported the first specimen taken in Puget Sound, a 27—foot female wached
ashore in Admiralty Inlet. Scheffer and Slipp (1948) included four other
verified reports of minke whales in various locations off Puget Sound,
including Whidbey Island, McAllister Creek (Nisqually Reach), Snohomish River,
and Deception Pass, and one at Waadah Island off Neah Bay. Pike and MacAskie
(1969) described five records of minke whales along the British Columbia coast,
but none from inside waters. Only two records of minke whales occurred in the
commercial whale statistics from British Columbia (Pike and MacAskie 1969),
none from Washington (Scheffer and Slipp 1948), and the one stomach of these
which was examined was empty. Balcoinb’s (1978) 1977 Orca Survey also inriuded
21 sightings of minke whales, all occurring in northern Puget Sound and
Admiralty Inlet. One was sighted in southern Possession Sound west of Everett.
Recent assessment of the survey’s sighting data suggests that between 5 and 20
minke whales occur annually in the region’s inland waters (Rich Osborne,
Noclips Cetological Society, Orca Survey, pers.. comm.).

Having an average of 280 baleen plates (per side, range 260—300),
minke whales are in the group of right and gray whales, but they have baleen
fringe diameters closer to sei whales and are classified as a swallowing
(gulping) type (Nemoto 1959). Accordingly, their diet elsewhere in the North
Pacific is quite catholic for a baleen whale, including euphausiids (Euphausia
p~çifica, Thysanoessa inermis, T. longipes, and T. raschi); fish (Pacific sand
lance, walleye pollock, and saury);copepods (Calanus firimarchicus); and
squid (Nemoto 1959; Omura and Sakiura 1956).

Blue Whale

Prior to the protective regulations imposed by the International
Whaling Commission (IWC) in 1965, blue whales were one of the most prized
catches of the commercial whalers operating off the Pacific Northwest coast.
Because of their large size, speed, and tendency to pass well offshore, they
were not overly abundant in the catches; only 13 were taken during the
operation of the Bay City whaling station (Scheffer and Slipp 1948) and 320
in British Columbia waters (Pike and MacAskie 1969). There were no reports of
blue whales naturally occurring within the region’s inland waters.

Blue whale baleen is one of the coarsest filtering apparatuses amongst
the baleen whales, having the highest number of baleen plates, the largest
diameter baleen fringes, and the second lowest number of baleen fringes
(Nemoto 1959). In the North Pacific their prey is almost exclusively the
larger euphausiids (Euphausia pacifica, ~ inermis, and T. longipes),
and only incidentally copepods (Mizue 1951; Nemoto 1959). Thompson’s (1940)
analysis of blue whale stomachs brought to Akutan and Port Hobron, Alaska,
whaling stations substantiated their dependence upon euphausiids (primarily
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T. inermis) in that region and those reported from California in that source
were identical.

Humpback Whale

Humpbacks once made up the majority of whales taken commercially off the
coast of Washington and British Columbia, but under heavy exploitation there
and in California and Alaska they declined rapidly until the early 1960s
when most of the whaling operations were forced to u~iniinate (Scheffer and
Slipp 1948; Pike and MacAskie 1969). Humpbacks were placed under IWC
protection in 1966 and 1967. They appeared to represent migrants which
veered inshore during their migration to Alaska in July and August. The
wandering humpbacks often ventured into the inland waters of Puget Sound and
the Strait of Georgia and the Strait of Juan de Fuca; Scheffer and Slipp
(1948) described three such occurrences in south and central Puget Sound.
Recent compilation of the Orca Survey’s (Moclips Cetological Society) sighting
data illustrates that about two whales venture into Puget Sound annually
(Rich Osborne, pers. comm.).

Unfortunately, despite the frequency of occurrence of humpback whales,
few stomachs were examined in the region. Classified as a “swallowing
(gulping) type” like blue whales by Nemoto (1959), humpbacks have an inter
mediate number of baleen plates, mid—range baleen fringe diameters, and a
number of baleen fringes similar to the blue, fin, and minke whales. Pike
(1950) described the prevalence of euphausiids (Thysanoessa spinifera,
Euphausia p~çifica) in humpback stomachs in British Columbia, and Hewell and
Huey (1930) listed the euphausiid ~phausia pacifica and Pacific sardines.
In the North Pacific, euphausiids (primarily Thysanoessa inermis) were the
dominant prey organisms, but schooling pelagic and epipelagic fishes
(especially Atka mackerel, Pleurogrammus monopterygius~ capelin, Pacific
sand lance, and walleye pollock, Therag~, chalcograinma) were also prominent.
Thompson (1940) described the stomach contents of humpbacks taken in the
western Gulf of Alaska as principally euphausiids, Thysanoessa inermis and
T. gregaria, and surf smelt, ~ypomesus pretiosus.

North Pacific Right Whale

Records of right whales along the coast of Washington originated
primarily from unverified reports of native catches (Waterman 1920), but
four were taken during the commercial whaling off British Columbia (Pike and
MacAskie 1969). Scammon (1874) suggested that they were once found off
Oregon, often in high numbers. Fiscus and Niggol (1965) recorded three
right whales off northwest Washington in April 1959. Gilmore (1956) suggested
that the coastal waters of California, Oregon, Washington, and British
Columbia were wintering grounds for right whales during former periods of
abundance. Although no records exist of right whales occurring in the region’s
inland waters, a recent sighting placed three whales off Cape Flattery
(Rice and Fiscus 1968).

Neither food habits nor feeding behavior have been documented for this
region. Right whales have a low number of baleen plates and the lowest
diameter and highest number of baleen fringes of all the baleen whales, and
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are considered a unique skimming type of feeder (Nemoto 1959). As a result,
the smaller planktonic crustaceans such as the copepods Calanus plumchrus and
C. finmarchicus form the bulk of their diet while larger euphausiids were
incidental.
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0—2. Pinnipeds

Marine mammals from two pinniped families are represented in Puget
Sound——Otariidae, the eared seals, and Phocidae, the earless seals. Northern
fur seal, northern or Steller’s sea lion, and California sea lion are Otarii—
dae; Pacific harbor seal, Phoca vitulina richardsi, and northern elephant
seal are Phocidae. Only northern sea lions and Pacific harbor seals are now
prevalent in the Strait of Juan de Fuca and northern Puget Sound. The follow
ing species accounts document the trophic relationships of all pinnipeds
reported from the region; however, the preceding food web discussion considers
only the two prevalent species.

Species Accounts

Northern Fur Seal

Transient fur seals, migrating between their summer breeding grounds
in the Bering Sea and their winter feeding grounds off California, occur along
the Washington and British Columbia coasts in March, April, and May. Wahi
(1977) reported sightings on 14 of 47 trips offshore Westport, Washington,
mostly in May. Inshore winter residents include mostly 1— to 3—year-old
seals, the older females moving farther south (Spalding 1964). Commercial
sealers took large numbers offshore until the North Pacific Fur Seal Treaty
of 1911, and native Indians were reported to have captured nearly 50,000 fur
seals off British Columbia between 1912 and 1940 (Pike and MacAskie 1969).
Apparently, many fur seals venture into the region’s inland waters; Manzer and
Cowan (1956) listed sightings in British Columbia’s coastal waters through
1955.

Stomach contents analyses on northern fur seals in the Pacific Northwest
region were performed as early as the l930s when Clemens and Wilby (1933)
and Clemens, et al. (1936), examined 593 fur seal stomachs from off the coast
of British Columbia. They found that 84% of the volume of stomach contents
was Pacific herring.

Kenyon’s (1950a) synopsis of early food habits data on fur seals taken
in coastal waters between Washington and southeastern Alaska in spring and
early summer prior to 1950 indicated that Pacific herring composed almost
three—quarters of the total prey composition by weight; other fish, including
eulachon, Pacific salmon, Pacific sardine (pilehard) and Pacific sand lance
were prey of secondary importance.

Detailed collections and examinations initiated as a result of the 1957
Interim Convention on Conservation of the North Pacific Fur Seals included
2,113 fur seal stomachs procured from 1958 to 1961 in British Columbia’s
coastal waters (Spalding 1964). Clupeid fishes (Pacific herring, Pacific
sardine, and northern anchovy) and squid (Loligo opalescens, Gonatus magister)
formed the basis of the fur seal diet. Whereas the adult seals migrating of f—
shore the British Columbia coast fed principally upon clupeids, the diet of
young seals residing in protected coastal waters from January through mid—April
shifted from squid, ratfish, Hydrolagus colliei, and sablefish to only the squid
Gonatus magister.
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The few young animals left in the region in summer had consumed Pacific
herring, Pacific hake, Pacific cod, Gadus macroeeph:l~U~ and various squid
species it was at this time that species of Pacific salmon entered the diet
to any significance, 10% of the total food intake. Age specific food data
also indicated that larger prey (Pacific salmon, Pacific cod, Pacific hake,
rockfish, and shad, Alosa sp.) became increasingly important with increasing
age of the predator.

The stomachs of fur seals taken off the coast of Washington contained,
in order of decreasing volume, walleye pollock, eulachon (~~chth~
2~4ficus), American shad (Alosa sapidissima), rockfish, Pacific herring, and
northern anchovy (Schultz and Rufn 1936; Wilke and Kenyon 1954). Northern
anchovy, rockfish, capelin, and several species of Pacific salmon
(Oncorhyflchu,5 kisutch, 0. ~~h!.) combined to form 92.3% of the total
food volume in 190 fur seals collected off the coast of Washington in 1969
(Fiscus and Kajimura 1971). Seals taken at the entrance to the Strait of
Juan de Fuca, however, appeared to have fed principally upon Pacific herring.

Wilke and Kenyon’S (1952) collections of 148 fur seals from southeastern
Alaska in 1950 and 1951 showed that wintering female fur seals preferred
pacifjc herring (99.5%) over walleye pollock (0.5%) and squid ~ sp.,
trace) in that region.

Capelin, eulachon, and Pacific sand lance appear to assume greater
importance as the migrating fur seals move into the western Gulf of Alaska

and eastern Aleutian Islands (Taylor, et al., 1955; Wilke and Kenyon 1957),
and are supplemented by walleye pollock once the seals enter their summer
residency in the Bering Sea (Lucas 1899; Taylor, et al., 1955; Wilke and
Kenyon 1954). Pacific sand fish (Trichodontri~ch0d2~) composed 94.2% of the
total prey volume and 99% of the total prey numbers from stomach contents
of 27 fur seals collected at St. Paul Island in the Pribilof Islands, and
sturgeon poacher, ~ acepeflSerinU5~ composed most of the rest (Kenyon
1956).

Stomachs of 445 fur seals captured in the pelagic waters off northern
Japan were reported to contain predominantly lanternfishes, 55.3% by volume,
and squid (Ommastrephes sloanj2 ificus, wataseniascintillans), 43.5%
(Wilke 1951). Stomachs of 559 fur seals collected in November in the Sea
of Okhotsk contained Asian greenling (Pleurogrammus. azonus), Pacific sand
lance, smelts (Osmeridae), walleye pollock, and Pacific salmon (Far Seas
Fisheries Research Laboratory 1979). Data collected by USSR (VINRO/TINR0
1977) indicated that squid (~us ~ ~~~his banksi), and
salmon were important prey organisms of fur seals feeding of f the southeast
coast of Hokkaido in 1975, and squid (OnychoteUthis.~ and lantern—
fish of fur seals feeding near the eastern shore of Honshu in 1976.

In general, fur seals feed upon epipelagic and neritic schooling fishes
and squid, usually consuming them whole underwater. Larger prey such as
lingcod (pp~iodon~ Pacific salmon, and rockfish are of ten brought
to the surface where they are vigorously shaken apart (Spalding 1964). In
almost every region, feeding appears to occur principally at night when many
prey species have migrated closer to the surface (Wilke 1951; Fiscus and
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KajimUra 1971; Wilke and Kenyon 1954; Fiscus, et al., 1963; Spalding 1964).
Estimates of daily food consumption varied from 5% to 7% of the total body
weight with an observed maximum of 10% (Spalding 1964).

Because of the composition and abundance of neritic schoolii~g fishes
in the Strait of Juan de Fuca, it is probable that fur seals feeding in that
region would be utilizing Pacific herring, Pacific sand lance, surf smelt,
longf in smelt (~~~nc!~!. thaleichthYS), immature Pacific salmon, and northern
anchovy. Some demersal fishes surh as Pacific tomcod~ ~~4mu!)
and Pacific cod would probably also enter the diet jncidental1-y.

Norther or Steller’ Sea LOon

Northern sea lions reside and breed along the exposed coast of the Pacific
Northwest, principally on the Scott Islands and Cape St. James in British
Columbia. A 1961 census in British Columbia indicated approximately 1,500
pups and 4,500 adults residing in the province’s waters (Spalding 1964).
B!gg’s (1973) report of California sea lion abundances on southern Vancouver
Island included data on northern sea lions occupying the same haulout areas;
more than 953 individuals were observed at peak abundance, occurring in
December.

Wahi (1977) reported them far offshore the coast of Washington and
they are commonly dispersed into the inland waters of Puget Sound and the
straits of Georgia and Juan de Fuca when not occupying the rookeries in
fall and winter. Preliminary results from NOAA_b~SA_sPor~01~ aerial
surveys in northern Puget Sound, conducted between November 1977 and June
1978, indicated a maximum abundance at Race Rocks (southern tip of Vancouver
Island) of approximately 260 individuals. Abundances declined rapidly after
April when the majority of the animals departed Puget Sound (Bob Everitt,
NOAA, unpubl. data).

The stomach contents of northern sea lions collected off the British
Columbia coast by the Fisheries Research Board of Canada included a diverse
spectrum of large prey, principally octopus, rockfish, walleye pollock,
Pacific cod, Pacific hake, and spiny dogfish ~ acanthias) (Spalding
1964). Rockfish were the most common prey throughout the year, whereas
Pacific herring was a staple prey in winter, walleye pollock in summer, and
rockfish, Pacific salmon, walleye pollock, and Pacific hake in fall.

Northern sea lions widely collected along the Gulf of Alaska had fed
principally upon walleye pollock (55% by volume), salmon (13.3%), starry
flounder (~ ch ha), octopus, skate, and Pacific tomcod;
Pacific salmon, however, occurred in only two of the 15 stomachS examined
(Imler and Sarber 1947). Mathisen, et al. (1962), described the principal
dietary components of northern sea lions from the Shumagin Islands in the
northwestern Gulf of Alaska as including nearshore fIshes (mainly greenhingS,

Hexagrammidae, and rockfish) and invertebrates (bivalves, squid, and
octopus), occurring in 42% and 85% of the 5~0~achs,re5pectively. Bulls
tended to consume fish more often than did cows and yearlings. There were
no obvious changes in diet during or after the pupping season. Stomach
contents of two sea lions from St. Paul Island in the PribilofS were
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described in Wilke and Kenyon (1952) as being dominated by either Pacific
sand lance or Pacific halibut with additional contributions by Pacific cod,
walleye pollock, and starry flounder.

In general, northern sea lions feed predominantly upon 1arg~ fish
occurring throughout the water column as well as small schooling fishes when
abundant in pelagic waters. Like the fur seal, sea lions prefer to bring
large fish to the surface where the prey is torn apart into edible pieces by
violent shaking (Spalding 1964). They also appear to be nocturnal feeders,
exhibiting a decline in mean stomach contents volume from a maximum at dawn
to empty 13.5 hours after sunrise. Daily food consumption has been estimated
to range from 2% to 4% of the total body weight (Scheffer 1958).

California Sea Lion

Although at the northern extremity of their reported range, California
sea lions have been sighted and collected along the west coast of Vancouver
Island, British Columbia (Cowan and Guiguet 1965; Guiget 1953), and thus
periodically may enter the Strait of Juan de Fuca to feed. Bigg’s (1973)
censuses along southern Vancouver Island in 1971 and 1972 provided indications
of a population numbering at least 473 individuals occupying eight haulout
areas. Peak abundances were recorded in February. Bigg (1973) also reported
a haulout area in the Strait of Georgia on the southeastern side of Dodd
Narrows.

The NOAA—MESA surveys indicated a maximum of approximately 76 California
sea lions occupying the Race Rocks haulout area between December 1977 and
late April 1978. Like the northern sea lion, their numbers decline rapidly
thereafter as they depart Puget Sound for their breeding areas off California
and Mexico (Bob Everitt, NOAA, unpubi. data).

Investigations of the food habits of California sea lions in southern
California have established squid (Lo1~gp sp..) and small fish (northern
anchovy and Pacific hake) as their main prey items in that region (Bonnot
1928; Scheffer and Neff 1948; Fiscus and Baines 1966; Peterson and Bartholomew
1967). Mate (1973), however, found no squid in the stomachs of California
sea lions collected on the Oregon coast in fall and winter.

Mate (1973) also documented a generally nocturnal feeding behavior for
the Oregon sea lion population that he closely observed, showing 88% of the
stomachs containing food in morning, 21% at midday, and 7% by evening.
“Feeding trips” were estimated to average 4.2 days.

Although there are no data existing for the diet of California sea lions
occurring in Washington and British Columbia waters, it could be assumed that
their diet would be based principally upon the schooling epipelagic fishes
(Pacific herring, northern anchovy, Pacific sand lance) and some of the more
midwater and demersal forms (Pacific hake, Pacific cod, and walleye pollock)
of the region.
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Pacific Harbor Seal

The most abundant and ubiquitous pinniped occurring in the protected
waters of Washington and British Columbia, Pacific harbor seals are most common
in estuaries and river deltas but are seen in shallow sublittoral waters along
the entire coastline and even ascend large rivers to reside in lakes (Cowan
and Guiguet 1965; Pike and MacAskie 1969). Hart (1977) reported one sighting
80 km offshore Westport, Washington.

No quantitative estimates of harbor seal populations have been made for
the region as a whole, although Pike and MacAskie (1969) estimated
approximately one seal per mile of shoreline——e.g., 17,000 seals——for coastal
British Columbia.

Aerial survey counts recently conducted by NOAA under the auspices of
the MESA program have provided the first detailed inventory of harbor seals
in northern Puget Sound and along the Strait of Juan de Fuca. The total
number of seals enumerated during these surveys varied between 643, taken in
December 1977, to 1,618 (excluding 143 pups), taken in August 1978 (Bob
Everitt, NOAA, unpubl. data). Of the 17 sampling areas subdividing the
region, the following eight had the highest abundances, in decreasing order:
San Juan Island, Smith and Minor islands, Patos Island to Lummi Island,
Rosario and Haro straits, Bellingham to Padilla Bay (all in north Puget Sound);
Protection Island, Dungeness to Sequiin Bay, Becher Bay to Discovery Island
(along the Strait of Juan de Fuca).

Scheffer and Sperry (1931) were the first to quantitatively analyze
harbor seal stomach contents from Puget Sound. The 100 stomachs examined
contained, by volume, 93.6% fish (Pacific tomcod, flounder (Pleuronectidae),
Pacific herring, Pacific hake, sculpin (Cottidae), codfishes (Gadidae),
walleye pollock, and shiner perch, Cymatogaster aggregata), 5.8% molluscs
(squid and octopus), and 0.6% crustaceans (shrimp). Scheffer (1928) had
recorded the stomach contents of 22 adult harbor seals from southern Puget
Sound (Nisqually Flats) to be Pacific herring, Pacific tomcod, shiner perch,
sculpin, shrimp, crab, squid, octopus, skate, starfish, and flounder; only
two stomachs contained remains of Pacific salmon.

The most recent and comprehensive data on harbor seal food habits in
Puget Sound have been assembled by Dr. John Calanibokidis (undergraduate
study project, Evergreen State College, 1978), based upon the composition
and abundance of fish otoliths (ear bones) in the feces deposited at haulout
areas. Pacific hake (73% of total numbers), plainf in midshipman (Porichthy~
notatus, 7%), and staghorn sculpin (Leptocottusartflatus, 6%) predominated in the
overall diet combined for all regions, but there were distinct differences in
the dominant prey species for the different regions of Puget Sound. Pacific
hake and plainf in midshipman were most prevalent in the Hood Canal region;
.staghorn sculpin and Pacific hake predominated in south Puget Sound; and
blackbelly eelpout (~y~codopsis pacifica), an unidentified eelpout (~y~pdes sp.)
and Pacific herring were most important in the region of concern, north Puget
Sound (based on collections at Smith Island). Calambokidis’ data also
indicate some seasonal changes in the diet composition. Pacific hake clearly
dominated harbor seal fish consumption in April and July through September 1977,

282



plainfish midshipman predominated in early May, blackf in sculpin (Malacocottus
kinca~4~) in early June, and walleye pollock in late June.

In British Columbia, Fisher (1952) summarized the stomach contents of
50 harbor seals taken from the Fraser River, the Queen Charlotte Islands, and
the Skeena River between August 1945 and November 1946. Rockfish and octopus
were the most commonly occurring prey, but pink salmon (~~hn9~~ gorbuscha),
Pacific herring, and other unidentified fishes composed most of the total
sLornaCh contents volume. Fisher (1952) also indicated that there was
considerable temporal and spatial variability in the seals’ diets and LhcLL
they appear to move along the Pacific coast in response to fluctuations in
abundance of preferred food organisms. Spalding’s (1964) comprehensive
comparison of harbor seal feeding habits with those of fur seals and sea
lions along the coast of British Columbia showed a diet quite similar to the
sea lions, based upon salmon, octopus, squid, clupeids, and rockfish. The
contribution by Pacific salmon, however, was biased by a high number of
collections made in the vicinity of salmon spawning streams in fall. Although
seasonal sampling of harbor seals was inconsistent, it appeared that eulachon
may be most important in winter; octopus, Pacific herring, ro~kfish, and
salmon in summer; and salmon in fall.

Harbor seals in Alaskan waters have shown a similar feeding preference
for fish, including walleye pollock and Pacific herring in Prince William
Sound and eulachon at Copper River delta (Imler and Sarber 1947; Pitcher 1977),
and hexagrammids~lagocephalus, Pleurogrammus monopteryg4~)
and walleye pollock in the Aleutian Islands (Wilke 1957; Kenyon 1965).
Walleye pollock (83% by volume) and Pacific herring (10%) were the predominant
food organisms of harbor seals sampled in the Sea of Okhotsk off HokkaidO
(Wilke 1954). Octopus and squid commonly appeared in the diet in all areas,
though never as a high percentage of the prey volume.

Harbor seal pups and juveniles have been reported to feed specifically
upon shrimp (Havinga 1933; Fisher 1952; Bigg 1973) and small fishes (Pitcher
1977) at a general increase in prey size with increasing predator size
(Spalding 1964). Unlike fur seals and sea lions, harbor seals do not appear
to be nocturnal feeders (Spalding 1964). Daily food consumption by harbor
seals has been estimated at 3.7% (Pitcher 1977), 5% (Havinga 1933), and 6%
(Scheffer 1958) of the total body weight.

Northern Elephant Seal

Although the nearest breeding site of the northern elephant seal is
1,000 miles to the south, off southern California and Mexico, they have been
reported into the Gulf of Alaska, including a specimen found at Prince of
Wales Island in southeastern Alaska (Willet 1943) and several reports at
Middleton Island and Baranof Island (Fiscus et al. 1977). Wahl (1977)
reported three sightings between 50 and 65 km offshore Westport, Washington,
and numerous sightings and specimens were reported from British Columbia,
especially in Hecate Strait (Pike and Mackskie 1969). The stomach of one
specimen recovered from the west coast of Vancouver Island contained hagfish.
The only feeding behavior information from the Puget Sound region is of an
~.dult male feeding upon a spiny dogfish off Point No Point in north—central
Puget Sound (D. Beyer, FRI, pers. comm.).
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APPENDIX F

MECHANISMS OF PETROLEUM HYDROCARBON INFLUENCE UPON FOOD WEB STRUCTURE

F—i. Effects upon and Within Marine Organisms

The literature describing the biological effects of petroleum
hy~drocarbofls on marine organisms is extensive. Recent symposia and
syntheses have summarized the state of the knowledge (Baker 1978; Am. Inst.
Biol. Sci. 1976; Wolfe 1977; Maims 1977; McIntyre and Whittle 1977; Fish.
Res. Board Can. 1978) and the reader is referred to these for a thorough
discussion of petroleum in marine ecosystems. Documentation of the acutely
toxic levels and fractions of petroleum hydrocarbons has provided accurate
indications of short—term effects on marine biota (Craddock 1977). In the
long run, however, sublethal or chronic effects may be more important to
food web structures than acute effects, in that subtle changes in behavior,
growth, natural mort~1ity, reproduction, and general physiological condition
may alter or eliminate critical predator—prey linkages (Blumer 1970; Sprague
1971; Tarzwell 1971). A brief introduction to biological fate and
effects in selected marine organisms is necessary for our understanding of
the potential incorporation and transfer of petroleum hydrocarbons in food
webs of north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca.

F—i—a. Toxic Components

Of the two basic categories of the water—soluble fractions of petrol
eum oils, the volatile and the non—volatile, the volatile components have
generally been shown the more toxic, and thus have received the most
attention (Moore and Dwyer 1974; Donahue, et al., 1977; Lee, et al., l978~
Struhsaker 1977; Morrow, et al., 1975). Although more persistent and ‘~nore
likely to enter the food web, non—volatile aromatics and their biological
effects have not been as well studied (Emery 1970; Winters, et al., 1976).
For example, Lee and Nicol (1978) pointed out that although the volatile
aromatics were measurably more toxic to the marine amphipod ElasmopuS
~çtenicrus, the concentrations which induced acute mortality were higher
than would naturally occur in the water—soluble fraction. The non—volatile
aromatics, although much less toxic, had a greater potential of biological
interaction with the marine organism because of their persistence at high
concentrations in the environment.

F-i-b. Uptake, Retention, and Dç~puratiOn

Uptake and retention of petroleum hydrocarbons appear to vary accord
ing to the type as well as the form of hydrocarbon. In general, aromatic
hydrocarbons of high molecular weight will be retained in an organism’s
tissues longer than hydrocarbons of low molecular weight, total release
of hydrocarbons requiring from 2 to 60 days (Neff, et al., 1976).
Concentrations of aromatics in tissues are assumed to reach an equilibrium
with external concentrations, and hydrocarbons of lighter molecular weight
tend to reach this equilibrium at a faster rate than heavier compounds.
Retention of petroleum hydrocarbons in animal tissues appears to be a
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passive process, primarily through the partitioning of the hydrocarbons
between the water and tissue lipids (Neely, et al., 1974; Neff, et al.,
1976). Active biological processes such as ventilation, blood circulation,
excretion, and hydrocarbon metabolism determine the actual uptake and
release.

According to Stone (1975) and Neff, et al. (1976), the incorporation
of hydrocarbons with tissue lipids is probably by hydrophobic interaction,
which means that the hydrocarbons remain in an exchangeable form. Exposure
to petroleum hydrocarbons for a long period of time, however, allows a
small fraction to enter a stable state in the tissue from which it is not
readily exchangeable (Stegeman and Teal 1973; DiSalvo, et al., 1975; Neff,
et al., 1976). When the organism is eventually re—exposed to hydrocarbon—
free water, hydrocarbon is released from this stable fraction more slowly
than hydrocarbon is bound by hydrophobic reaction.

Experiments on the uptake and fate of petroleum hydrocarbons (radio—
labelled paraffinic and aromatic hydrocarbons) by the blue crab Callinectes
~ iud!caLed that up to 10% of the hydrocarbons can be taken up from
either water or food organisms (Lee, et al., 1976). All the assimilated
hydrocarbons were metabolized or eliminated through fecal matter. More
than half of the metabolic activity involving the labelled hydrocarbons
occurred in the hepatopancreas, which was the only site of radioactivity
25 days after exposure. In fish, however, the liver and gall bladder
appear to be the primary organs involved in the metabolism of hydrocarbons
ingested or assimilated (Lee, et al., 1972).

Both feeding mode and intrinsic capabilities appear to determine the
extent of hydrocarbon uptake by benthic invertebrates. Roesijadi, et al.
(1978), conducted experiments with deposit—feeding bivalves (Macoma
inguinata) and sipunculids (Phascolosoma ~assizi) and suspension—feeding
bivalves (Protothaca staminea) exposed to aliphatic and diaromatic
hydrocarbons. In general the deposit feeders accumulated the hydrocarbons
to a greater extent than did the suspension feeders. Roesijadi, et al.
(1978), also indicated that compounds of higher molecular weight will be
relatively persistent in the tissue of exposed bivalves.

Even though depuration or release of assimilated petroleum is usually
rapid, it is most often incomplete. Small quantities of hydrocarbons are
often retained long enough to be transferred to a higher trophic level.
Lee (1975) found that detectable residues of labelled benzo(a)pyrene were
evident in Calanus ~ç~golandicus after 9 days, in C. plumchrus after
16 days, and in C. ~yperboreus after 4 weeks. Molluscs appear to be unable
to metabolize hydrocarbons (Lee, et al., 1972; Carlson 1972) but able to
eliminate accumulated hydrocarbons by depuration (Lee, et al., 1972;
Stegeman and Teal 1973; Neff and Anderson 1975).

F—l—c. Detection and Avoidance

Many references suggest that fish have the ability to avoid petroleum
hydrocarbon—saturated waters (Boesch, et al., 1974; North, et al., 1965),
especially offshore waters. The ability of many fish to detect petroleum
hydrocarbons at low levels has been illustrated in several cases but there
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are a number of contradicting reports (Patten 1977). Syazuki (1964) showed
that goby (Chaenog~bIus~ heptacanthus), crescent perch (Therapon j~rbua),
and striped mullet (~g4~ cephalus) exhibited threshold responses at
between 0.7 ppm for crude oil and 48 ppm for “Mobil” oil. Larvae of
Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua), Atlantic herring (Clupea ~ harengus),
and plaice (Pleuronectes ~tessa), however, showed no ability to avoid
water contaminated by three different types of crude oil (Kuhnhold 1970).
Rice (1973) showed that the ability of juvenile pink salmon (Oncorhynchus
gorbuscha) to avoid water—soluble fractions of Prudhoe Bay crude oil in
aflowthrough system varied according to the fishes’ adaptation to sea
water, their age, and possibly the water temperature; in sea water the
avoidance level ranged from 1.6 ppm to 16.0 ppm.

F—2. Indirect Sublethal Effects

F—2--a. Effects on Reproduction, Growth, and Metabolism

Incorporation of sublethal levels of hydrocarbons into tissues has
also been shown to alter reproductive success of crustacean populations
by decreasing egg production, increasing mortality rates for egg and
larval stages, and altering basic metabolic processes (Johnson 1977).

Donahue, et al. (1977), examined the physiological response of mud
crab (Rhithropaflop~-is harrisi) larvae continuously exposed to naphthalene
or phenanthrene under different regimes of temperature and salinity and
found decreased survival to metamorphosis, increased duration of larval
development, increased respiratory rates, and increased sensitivity to
acute salinity stress. They concluded that sublethal hydrocarbon stress
acted to divert assimilated energy from growth to maintenance processes.

Water—soluble fractions of No. 2 fuel oil were lethal to the amphipod
Elasmopus 2~~çnicrus at 4 ppm for short exposure periods, but growth and
fecundity were inhibited at lower concentrations of 0.6 and 0.2 ppm,
respectively (Lee, et al., 1977). When adult isopods (~p~iaeroma —

dentatum) were exposed to low levels of oil for one month, the juvenile
stages suffered significantly higher mortalities, more than 70% in five
weeks (Lee and Nicol 1977). In oil concentrations of 0.3 to 0.4 ppm, the
amphipod Gammarus oceanicus produced significantly fewer larvae than the
controls in experiments conducted by Linden (1976). Ustach (1977) found
that the soluble fraction from 200 i.il crude oil per liter sea water
significantly reduced egg production by the harpacticoid copepod Nitocra
affinis, as well as one—half and one—fourth dilutions; the mean length of
life and the mean number of broods were not significantly affected.

Decreasing fecundity and rate of egg laying have also been shown to
result in birds which had consumed petroleum (Hartung 1963; Grau, et al.,
1977); this may be a function of both direct deposition in the ovary by
transport through the intestinal tract and liver and by changes in the ion
composition of the yolk as a result of osmoregulatory inhibition (Crocker,
et al., 1974, 1975; Grau, et al., 1977).

Oritsland (1975) found that fresh Norman Wells crude oil did not
significantly change the insulating values of ringed seal fur in air and
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at varying wind speeds. It was suggested, however, that the solar heating
of the seal’s skin during haulout would be increased.

Enzymatic and histological evidence of kidney damage, possibly due to
an unsuccessful attempt to concentrate or excrete the oil or its inetabolites
through the urinary system, was evidenced in Smith and Geraci’S (1975) oil
immersion studies with ringed seals, Phoca hispida. They suggested that
25 ml to 75 ml ingested crude oil would probably represent the upper
limit of what an animal might ingest without irreversible damage. Thus,
ingestion of oil by immersed seals may not be significant except through
the consumption of live contaminated prey. However, an accumulation of
over 75 ml of petroleum hydrocarbons by this route of entry would require
significant levels of the toxicant in the prey.

Geraci and Smith (1977) suggested that more important consequences
of an oil pollution incident may be eye damage, prolonged moulting, and
the influence of oil on stress of the pinnipeds, rather than accumulation
of petroleum hydrocarbons in tissues. Starvation would probably result.
Pollution incidents would tend to be more detrimental to older seals and
seals in poor nutritional condition.

F—2—b. Tainting of Tissue by Accumulated Petroleum Hydrocarbons

Long—term incorporation of hydrocarbons by predators also has the
potential to limit their utilization as food by man. Even though most
marine organisms are capable of eventually depurating or metabolizing
assimilated hydrocarbons, those of commercial value which may smell and
taste in a manner reminiscent of petroleum, will be unmarketable for a
long time (Blumer, et al., 1970; Bourcat and Mallet 1965; Cahnmann and
Kuratsune 1957; Mackie, et al., 1972; Nitta, et al., 1965; Shipton, et al.,
1970; Vale, et al., 1970).

F—3. Uptake and Effects of Petroleum Hydrocarbons Transferred Via Food
Web Linkag~

F-3—a. Food Web Biomagni~~c~ofl

While there has been much discussion of the potential for biomagnif—
ication of petroleum hydrocarbons with transfer through the food web, no
definitive studies have illustrated such a phenomenon. In fact, although
most marine organisms are capable of accumulating high concentrations
(200—300 times in crustaceans and fish) directly from sea water, there is
no evidence that petroleum burdens in tissues actually increase at higher
trophic levels (Varanasi and Malins 1977).

F—3—b. Transmittal via Food Web Linkages

Trophic transfer, i.e., from prey to predator, of petroleum is well
documented, however, and there is good evidence of sublethal effects
resulting from the incorporation or metabolism of the hydrocarbons by the
consumer.
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Corner, et al. (1976), found that at least for zooplankton, uptake
of hydrocarbons via food particles was a more significant and longer—lasting
route than via direct uptake from the water solution. Not only was the
total accumulation of hydrocarbons (naphthalene) higher from the food web
transfer but depuration was considerably slower such that a third of the
radiolabelled hydrocarbons remained in calanoid copepods ten days after
exposure to contaminated food particles. Conover (1971) found that
copepods (Temora ~~gicornis, Calanus finmarchicus) ingested suspended
bunker C oil particles from the ARROW spill in Chedabucto Bay and accounted
for up to 10% of the oil in the water column. Ingestion of the oil had no
apparent effect on the copepods, as they passed it with their feces which
were shown to contain up to 7% oil. This mechanism was considered to be
one of the most important pathways of the pollutant between the pelagic and
the benthic systems——as much as 20% of the total suspended particulate oil
was estimated to precipitate to the bottom as zooplankton feces. Parker,
et al. (1971), calculated that the calanoid copepod Calanus finmarchicus
could graze up to 1.5 x l0~ g of oil per day. Thus, assuming a density
of 2,000 per m3 over a 1—km2 area to 10 m depth, as much as three tons of
oil could be encapsulated and precipitated ao feces per day!

Such high rates of uptake illustrate the rapidity with which
suspended petroleum can be biologically converted into a form available
for ingestion by higher trophic level organisms, through ingestion of
either the contaminated copepods by pelagic carnivores or of their feces
by benthic detritivores.

The predators of the hydrocarbon—burdened zooplankton, unlike the
zooplankton, will often incorporate the hydrocarbon into their tissues
rather than excrete it. Post yolk—sac larvae of Pacific herring (Clupea
~ pallasi) that were fed rotifers (Brachionus plicatilis) contain
ing high accumulated levels of labelled benzene rapidly incorporated the
monoaromatic hydrocarbon into their tissues (Struhsaker 1977). Assimila
tion of the hydrocarbons or metabolism products usually takes place in
high—lipid tissues, especially the reproductive organs. In this case,
effects upon the organism’s reproductive efficiency result. Struhsaker’S
(1977) exposure of female Pacific herring to the aromatic hydrocarbon
benzene caused a pronounced reduction in survival of the ovarian eggs and
resultant embryos and larvae through yolk absorption; the later life
history stages suffered the highest mortality, 43%. Again, the total
effect of incorporation of the hydrocarbons into the food web would not be
manifested until the next generation of the carnivore populations, which
in some cases might not occur for two to three years.

Ogata, et al. (1977), documented th~ accumulation of paraffins,
organic sulfur compounds, and aromatic hydrocarbons by eels reared in a
crude oil suspension. Paraffinic hydrocarbons were detected in salmon
(Oncorhynchus keta), mullet (Mug~4~4~~), and black sea bream (Mylio
macrocephalus) collected from waters polluted by a crude oil spill outside
Niigata Harbor in the Sea of Japan (Motohiro and Inoue 1973). Indications
of higher n—paraffin concentrations in the digestive organs suggested that
the hydrocarbon contamination in this case was acquired principally through
feeding. Brown trout (Salmo trutta) collected 11 days after a diesel fuel
spill were found to still contain n—paraffin (C13—C19) hydrocarbon compounds

310



(Mackie, et al., 1972). These results showed that many of the aliphatic
saturated hydrocarbons and possibly some of the aromatics characteristic
of the spilled diesel oil were also present in the flesh of the trout.

F—4. Ecological Effects of Petroleum Hydrocarbons

F—4—a. Vulnerability of Lower Trophic Levels

- Studies of the toxicity of petroleum hydrocarbon components to marine
biota indicate that in general the lower Lh~ Lrophic level, the more
sensitive the organism. For example, marine crustaceans are more vulnerable
to petroleum hydrocarbons than are marine fish and marine mammals. This
suggests that although the organisms at the upper end of the food web,
which are most often utilized by man, have greater tolerance of the effects
of petroleum hydrocarbons in the marine environment, the productivity and
stability of lower trophic levels can be altered to the point where basic
food limitations can be effected upon the higher consumers. This process
is potentially one of the longest lasting and most deleterious effects of
petroleum polluLlon, and it has to be the most difficult to detect,
considering the present knowledge of food web dynamics and natural
variability in food resources and the consequential effects on the
consumers.

F-4—b. Disruption of Autotrophic Production

It is not unreasonable to assume that some effects are going to be
manifested at the very base of the trophic pyramid, the photosynthetic
generation of carbon by phytoplankton. The presence of oil, undergoing
the processes of weathering and degrading on the surface film, can
radically alter the utilization of organic and inorganic nutrients
(nitrogen, phosphorus) by the primary producers (Williams 1967; Feldman
1973). No. 2 and No. 3 fuel oils and Venezuelan crude oil generally
inhibited phytoplankton growth at concentrations greater than 30—50 ~ig/1
in radiocarbon—uptake experiments by Gordon and Prouse (1973). Stirnulatio’
of photosynthesis as reported by Mironov and Lanskaya (1969) and Strand,
et al. (1971), was apparent only for low concentrations of the crude oil
during spring. (Gordon and Prouse indicated that the highest oil
concentration they had ever measured in sea water, 25 cm below a 2—day
crude oil slick, was 800 ~ig/1.)

F—4—c. Effects on Herbivores

The existence of water—soluble petroleum hydrocarbons in the water
column can also affect the ability of suspension—feeding herbivores to
utilize phytoplankton. One effect is through behavioral inhibition of
the herbivores’ feeding process. A decrease in copepod filtering rate
was surmised from a decrease in fecal pellet production by copepods
exposed to an oil droplet concentration of 10 ppm for 20 hours (Spooner
and Corkett 1974).

Reduction of food resources of zooplankton has the effect of reducing
overall production by influencing both the occurrence of adults and their
sex ratio (Conover 1965; Omori 1970). Even subtle alterations in the
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community structure of the primary producers available as food for the
zooplankton have the potential to inhibit growth and reproduction. This
is a prominent process in natural systems which has been evolutionarily
accommodated by the various life history strategies exhibited by the
zooplankton. The question arises, however, of the effects of changes in
the available phytoplankton beyond magnitudes and time frames to which
the zooplankton have adapted.

Parsons, et al. (1967), provided evidence that although zooplankton
may consume a variety of foods, only a few food items may provide a
satisfactory diet for growth and reproduction. specifically, they found
that the diatoms Chaetoceros debilis and C. socialis were poor food sources
for three zooplankton organisms in the Strait of Georgia. Consequently,
the growth rate of late stage Calanus p~mchrus populations (an important
prey of juvenile salmon) under the Fraser River plume, declined when the
only food supply available consisted of small flagellates in late April
(Parsons, et al., 1969).

F—4—d. Disruption of Heterotrophic Pioduction

In the nearshore ecosystem, where the decomposition of detritus by
marine microflora is an important process in the annual production of
food resources available for epibenthic zooplankton and benthic meiofauna,
petroleum hydrocarbons could influence the rates or timing of this
conditioning process. There is little evidence to indicate that bacteria
would be negatively affected by the introduction of petroleum. Hodson,
et al. (1977), reported that although bacteria were the first organisms
in the CEPEX enclosures to be affected by introduced oil, their rapid
generation time, the diversity of strains, and their ability to mutate
allowed a rapid recovery of heterotrophic activity. There is some question,
however, of the possible effects of hydrocarbons on the behavior of the
bacteria. Walsh and Mitchell (1973) have indicated that the chemotaxic
behavior of the bacteria——i.e., the ability to detect and move to food
sources——was significantly inhibited by various petroleum products and
components. Such an effect, though seemingly critical, may be completely
compensated for by the increased growth of sulfide_generating bacteria in
response to the petroleum hydrocarbons as suitable organic matter (Colwell
and Walker 1977; Karrick 1977). Westlake, et al. (1978), have illustrated
that such microbial populations exist to some degree at 22 sites in north
Puget Sound and along the Strait of Juan de Fuca and would logically be
capable of expanding and utilizing petroleum spilled in the region. It
remains to be verified, however, whether these oil—degrading bacteria
would naturally utilize these detrital sources or would be acceptable to
bacteria—stripping zooplankton and meiofauna.

F—4—e. Alteration of Food orcesof Consumer Organisms

The effect of food limitation upon consumers such as planktivorOuS
fish may be even more pronounced than for zooplankton as the potential for
adaptation and capability for rapid population responses tend to be more
limited. For instance, the abundance and size composition of zooplankton
has been suggested as critical determinants of fish survival during the
transition from larval to juvenile stages (Thayer, et al., 1974). The
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early life histories of many economically and ecologically important fish
species of the region (Pacific salmon, herring, sand lance, greenling,
and smelt) include larval and juvenile stages which reside in the region’s
surface waters for weeks or months. At this time, their growth and
ultimately their survival are in part dependent upon their achieving
an adequate ration of prey organisms.

Blaxter (1965) provides evidence from Soviet investigations that
reasonable survival of fish larvae requires concentrations of prey
around 20,000 per m3 and that lower survival rates would be suspected at
prey concentrations less than 5,500 per m3. LeBrasseur, et al. (1969),
calculated that the waters of the Fraser River plume in the southern
Strait of Georgia possessed approximately 10,000 copepods (assuming all
Microcalanus sp.) per m3 in early March when considerable numbers of
larval fish are in the area. Plankton sampling in the Strait of Juan de
Fuca (Chester, et al., 1977) suggests significantly lower abundance in
that region, but they sampled no stations in the nearshore environs where
zooplankton populations may be larger.

Just as important as total abundance, the size composition of the
zooplankton also determines the extent of exploitation by piscivorous
fish. LeBrasseur, et al. (1969), illustrated that larval fish occupying
the region of the Fraser River plume in the Strait of Georgia grazed
mainly on zooplankton in the 500—1.1 size range while juvenile fish utilized
700—u to 2,000—1.1 plankters. This is not a static pattern but changes with
the changes in morphology and bioenergetic demands and feeding capabilities
which occur as the fish grow. For instance, Pacific sand lance (Aimnodytes
hexapterus) less than 20 mm in length feed specifically on zooplankton
(nauplii and copepod eggs) less than 500 ~.t, while Pacific sand lance
greater than 40 mm prey on zooplankton in the 500—p to 1,000—u range
(LeBrasseur, et al., 1969).

These findings imply that since only a small portion of the available
prey resource is usually exploited by predators at a particular time, any
deleterious influence on this fraction, despite the maintenance of the
unexploited fraction, may actually limit the production of the predator
population. The principal example in the case of the neritic food webs
of north Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca is the surface layer
zooplankton community which is made up primarily of small calanoid
copepods (Pseudocalanus sp. and Microcala~~ sp.). It is this community
which is heavily utilized by larval and juvenile fish during late winter
and spring and which would appear to be the most susceptible to water—borne
petroleum hydrocarbons. Deepwater zooplankton, composed primarily of
large calanoids, Calanus sp., would be less affected, and through did
vertical migrations such zooplankton would still be available to the fish.
This implies, however, the necessity of the fish to switch from one prey
resource, which appears to provide an optimal opportunity to gain an
adequate daily ration, to one which may not be adequate. Although prey
switching may be feasible (Murdoch, et al., 1975; Oaten and Murdoch 1975;
Reed 1969) because of the availability of sufficient numbers of ~lternative
prey and plastic feeding behavior of the predator, the alternative prey
resources may not be optimal from the standpoint of their size, avoidance
capabilities, or nutritional value. The inability to secure an adequate
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ration usually results in a sacrifice in growth, reproduction, or ultimately
survival.

In the example just cited, the small calanoid copepods Microcalanus
sp. and Pseudocalanus sp. appear to be unsuitable as a sustained food
source for juvenile salmon (pink and chum) because of their size and
behavior, whereas the larger copepods such as Calanus sp. can provide
adequate rations at lower concentrations (LeBrasseur, et al., 1969).
Koeller and Parsons’ (1977) studies of juvenile chum salmon
(Oncorhynchus keta) also illustrated that the young salmon had greater
difficulty obtaining their required ration from small copepods (0.07—
0.12 mg——such as Pseudocalanus minutus, Paracalanus parvus, CorycaeuS
anglicus) than from large copepods (0.4—2.0 mg——such as Calanus p~~achrus,
Centropages abdominalis), even though the smaller prey were ten times
more numerous than the larger. Apparently, energy acquired from feeding
on the more numerous smaller copepods was utilized for the extensive
feeding activity and basic metabolism, whereas energy obtained from eating
a few large copepods allowed energy in excess of basic metabolism and
feeding activity to be diverted into growth. Thus, alteration of the
available prey conmiunity by a pollutant introduction may have a more
critical effect than the direct effect upon the predator, especially in
the long run.

More important than basic somatic growth, reproduction in fishes is
highly dependent on food supply. Although there is some variability in
the species’ strategies under the stress of inadequate ration, most
investigators have found reproduction parameters——numbers of spawningS,
percentage of population reproducing, total egg production, percentage of
ovarian oocytes with yolk, post—spawning survival——are directly correlated
with ration level (Bagenal 1969; Scott 1962; Tyler and Dunn 1976; Wootton
1977). Thus, if a pollutant alters the food supply of a significant
portion of the reproductive population in one year, the production of
that year class will be affected for several years thereafter.

P—4—f. Effects of Removal or Reduction of Keystone Species

While disruption of the food web structure by impacts at the lower
trophic levels is likely, just as likely is disruption of the community
structure by selective mortality or severe sublethal effects on keystone
species at higher trophic levels. Seastars (Pisaster sp, LeptasteriaS sp.),
sea urchins (Strongylocentrotus sp.), predatory gastropods (Thais sp.),
and large infaunal bivalves (Tapes sp., ~ sp.) typically have very low
recruitment rates, and so removal or dramatic reduction of these species
would probably result in a sustained modification of the nearshore
community structure for years or decades. Such community disruption has
the potential to dramatically affect production of macrophytic algae, a
major component of the detritus—based food webs.
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APPENDIX G

BIOENERGETIC MODEL OF THE EPIBENTHIC FOOD WEB IN THE MUD/EELGRASS SHALLOW
SUBLITTORAL HABITAT AT WESTCOTT BAY

A simplified bioenergetic model was constructed for one nearshore
site in northern Puget Sound for which we had the most reliable quantita
tive data——the relatively enclosed, mud/eelgrass embayment habitat at
Westcott Bay on the northwestern coast of San Juan Island. The epi—
benthic food web was emphasized because we had community and trophic data
on the epibenthic and demersal fish and invertebrate communities (Miller,
et al., 1977; Nyblade 1978) and fairly meager, unquantitative data on
food webs of infauna communities. We recognize that such an approach has
little applicability to the Westcott Bay system as a whole, and much less
to other mud/eelgrass, contained embayment habitats in north Puget Sound.

Food web data have been summarized in a very simplified diagram
(Appendix Fig. G—l) where population abundance (mean ± 1 s.d.), biomass
(mean ± ~ s.d.), and frequency of occurrence over time have been estimated
for the nodes of the web. Transfer rates between nodes include the number
of prey consumed (mean ± 1 s.d.), the biomass consumed (mean ± 1 s.d.),
and the frequency of consumption. In addition, growth rates were
estimated for secondary consumers in order to calculate node production.

Primary Production

Many herbivores are present in tropical marine waters but not in
temperate—water habitats such as Westcott Bay. In a Nova Scotian kelp
community, Mann (1973) found that herbivores consume less than 10% of the
primary production and 90% entered detritus food chains. Thayer, et al.
(1975), found detritus deposition rates in eelgrass beds to be 12—22 mm
per year and this was either utilized as food in the system or exported.
Harrison and Mann (1975) showed that eelgrass detritus provides a better
food source than dead intact leaves because there is a rise in the
percentage of nitrogen during bacterial decomposition. The assimilation
efficiency of detritus by macrofauna in eelgrass beds has been estimated
at 46%—48% (Adams and Angelovic 1970). As has been shown in this report,
it is evident that detritus input from eelgrass and macroalgae forms the
base of the nearshore food webs in coastal marine ecosystems. The
relative importance of pelagic primary production has not been accurately
assessed in nearshore ecosystems, however.

Standing stock and production of macroalgae and rooted vegetation
have been estimated in many areas (Appendix Table G—1). Four categories
of primary energy sources were identified in Westcott Bay: Plankton,
rooted macrophytes (eelgrass), epiphytic and epibenthic algae, and
inacroalgae. McRoy (1977) estimates that epiphyte dry weight equals that
of leaf dry weight in eelgrass beds. Based on literature estimates,
~anding crop and production were estimated for the primary energy sources
in Westcott Bay (Appendix Table G—2). The production of epiphytlc algae,
a principal energy source for grazers, was estimated with less confidence.
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Appendix Fig. G—l. Bioenergetic food web model of epibenthic community of
Westcott Bay. Fish population and consumption data were obtained in
a 900—rn2 sampling area. Node and linkage values are, from top to
bottom, number m1, grams m1, and % frequency of occurrence.
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Appendix Table G—l. Standing stock and primary production in coastal
detritus—based system. Numbers have been converted to g/rn2 wet
weight.

System Standing stock Production

Eelgrass, Alaska 2 2
(McRoy 1970) 585—13,590 glm 243 g/m /day

Eelgrass, Denmark 2 2
August 3,987 g/m 9,900 g/m /yr
(Sand—Jensen 1975)

Brown algae, Nova Scotia 2 2
(Mann 1973) 2,001 g/m 13,000 g/m /yr

Eelgrass, North Carolina 2
Detritus 46,000 g/m 2
Primary production 3,400 g/m /yr
(Thayer, et al., 1975)

Eelgrass, Scotland
Plankton 2,085 g/m2/yr
Substrate—primarY production 88—197 g/tn2/yr
(McIntyre and Eleftheriou 1968)

324



Appendix Table G—2. Estimated primary energy sources (wet weights)
in Westcott Bay, San Juan Island. Values are
annual means.

Standing crop Annual production
2 2

Source g/m g/m

Phytoplankton 14 560

Rooted macrophytes 2,500 1,740—9,900

Epiphytic and
epibenthic algae 2,000 20,000

Macroalgae 200 2,000
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Each of these four primary production compartments contributes energy
to grazers, detritus, and dissolved organic matter. These flows were
estimated for Westcott Bay as contributions to annual production (Appendix
Fig. G—2). In the absence of any quantitative data the detritus in
eelgrass beds was considered simply as steady state with no net erosion
or accumulation necessary to maintain the bed. This provides a first—
order estimate of detritus available to fish predators through
detritivorous prey, but may grossly underestimate the total amount of
organic carbon (such as dissolved organic carbon) which is contributed
to the food web by eelgrass.

Primary Consumers

The primary consumers form the important energy link between primary
production and higher trophic level carnivores. Brook (1977) in a
Florida eelgrass bed found that polychaete and epibenthic crustacean
populations limit the fish predator population. Most high trophic level
carnivores in eelgrass beds are at least partly benthic predators.
MeTntyre and Eleftheriou (1968) estimated the benthic meiofauna standing
crop in a flatfish nursery to be 1.25 g C m2 dry weight and the annual
production was approximately twice the standing crop.

The primary consumer level may be divided into two classes based on
feeding mode——suspension feeders and deposit feeders. A loss of organic
matter to the system at this level may be caused by maintenance,
inefficient ingestion processes, production of pelagic gametes, and
conversion of organic matter into unusable elements (Levington 1972).
Selectivity in feeding by size and energy content of particles was shown
for a deposit—feeding bivalve (I-lylleberg and Gallucci 1975). BrinkhurSt,
et al. (1972), found the same two criteria in particle selection for a
tube—building oligochaete and they estimated respiration and growth to
be 84.5 kcal/g annually.

Feller (1977) estimated production and standing crop of benthic
harpacticoid copepods to be 1 g C m2 yr1 and 106 m2, respectively.
The standing crop estimate is a summer maximum and it is much lower in
the winter. Cohorts took six months to mature and the instantaneous
daily population increase was —0.3 to 2.2.

Dagg (1975) estimated carbon and nitrogen budgets for an amphipod
which feeds on both diatoms and copepods. The younger individuals are
primary consumers and they switch to a more carnivorous diet with age.
The assimilation efficiencies of both carbon and nitrogen ingestion were
90%. Dagg found this higher than assimilation efficiencies for other
carnivorous aquatic invertebrates: Polychaetes, 82—89%, euphausiids, 84%.
Ingestion rates increased when the amphipod switched from diatoms to
copepods. The daily ingestion rates on diatoms were 4—60 g C and 0.7—12
g N and copepod ingestion rates were 120—1,000 g C and 40—190 g N.

Population information for the primary consumers in Westcott Bay
was derived from subtidal core samples and epibenthic pumping.
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Secondary Consumers

More detailed information is available for population at the
secondary consumer level than at any other. Beach seine and stomach
analysis data from Westcott Bay were collected from July 1974 to
September 1975 (Miller, et al., 1976). Seasonal growth rates and
conversion efficiencies are estimated for the dominant species, staghorn
sculpin and juvenile flatfish (Appendix Table G—3). The growth rate
varies from 0.01 to 0.86 g day—1 and the maximum is in juvenile flatfish
in early summer decreasing as they grow during the summer. Based on a
200—day growing season and growth rate of 0.08 g day~, the annual
production of secondary consumers in Westcott Bay was estimated
(Appendix Table G—4).

Estimate of Daily Rations of Fishes

Detailed stomach content analysis was available for most secondary
consumer species but the number of stomachfuls ingested per day was
unknown. Some demers~1 and schooling neritic fish are believed to
forage at dawn and dusk (Hobson 1975; Cooney 1967). If the stomach is
filled during each of these activity periods, then an ingestion rate
may be calculated based on two stomachfuls per day, although as we shall
see this may be an underestimate. This assumption has been used for
estimating ingestion rates in this study.

Three modes of feeding are exhibited by the secondary consumers in
Westcott Bay. The first group are the pelagic feeders, composed of
Pacific herring and Pacific sand lance. This feeding is driven by
neritic production. This group is very abundant numerically and is
subject to heavy predation by birds and larger fish. The second group,
to which perch belong, are epifaunal feeders. This feeding mode is
driven by eelgrass production with a time lag for settlement and growth
of epifauna. Bottom feeders are the third and largest category,
comprising starry flounder, English sole, gunnel, prickleback, and surf
smelt. The top predator, staghorn sculpin, switches opportunistically
between benthic feeding and feeding on pelagic fish.

Seasonal variability in growth rate and conversion efficiency is
quite high. As may be expected in a nursery area, seasonal changes in
biomass are also high at this trophic level. Monthly estimates of
secondary consumer standing crop for Westcott Bay are shown in Appendix
Table 0—5. From core samples and stomach analysis, there is also
evidence for seasonal switching of prey by English sole which follows
changing prey availability (Thornburgh 1978), although high variability
may obscure the trends. The same predator’s diet changes significantly
between the two sites. With this very high seasonal variability in
growth rate, conversion efficiency, standing crop, and diet, it is
clear that initial food web models should be limited to season, or
separately iterated over each season.

Anomalies in the Westcott Bay food web are apparent, even at the
highest trophic level where the data were assumed to be the most precise.
To assess the accuracy of estimates of annual production of secondary
consumers, yearly food intake of English sole was compared with its
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Appendix Table C—3. Seasonal growth rates and conversion efficiencies,
Westcott Bay.

Conversion
Daily efficiency

weight Daily (weight change)
change (g) intake (g) intake (%)

Staghorn sculpin Apr—May 0.02 0.36 ± 0.36 6
July—Aug 0.13 1.34 ± 2.56 10
Aug—Sept 0.90 3.42 ± 9.12 3
Sept—Oct 0.05

English sole Mar—Apr 0.01 0.06 ± 0.04 17
Apr—Jun 0.07 0.24 ± 0.20 29
July—Sept 0.07 0.78 ± 3.42 9
Sept—Oct 0.13

Starry flounder July—Aug 0.03
Aug—Sept 0.05 0.24 ± 0.40 21
Sept—Oct 0.20

329



Appendix Table G—4. Estimated annual production (wet weights) of
secondary consumers in Westcott Bay, San Juan
Island.

Annual

. . 2Species production, gun

Staghorn sculpin 2.10

Starry flounder 0.09

English sole 2.10

Snake prickleback 0.90

Shiner perch 1.60

Penpoint gunnel 0.02

Surf smelt 1.60

Total 8.41
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Appendix Table G—5. Seasonal changes in standing crop of secondary
consumers at Westcott Bay, given in grams per square meter.

July 1974 4.09

August 1.11

September 4.16

October 3.80

November 1.71

December 0.91

January 1975 0.24

February 0.13

March 0.04

April 0.13

May 0.20

June

July 0.87

August 0.94

September 6.60
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production. For an annual production of 2.1 g m2 and 10% growth
efficiency, English sole would have to consume 21 g in~2 yr~. Annual
consumption rates estimated from daily consumption are 0.35—0.50
g m2 yr1. This error factor of 40—50 shows that more information is
still necessary even at the level of higher consumers. Possible sources
of error are: (1) Daily intake rate of two stoinachfuls is too low for
rapidly growing juveniles. (2) Ten percent growth efficiency is too
high. (3) Mean growth rate is too high——it may be nearer the low end
of the range during most of the growing season. (4) Intake estimates
from partly digested stomach samples are too low. (5) Population biomass
estimates are in error. These feeding and growth rates could be more
accurately measured by laboratory studies.

If such great discrepancies exist between feeding and growth rates
at high trophic level, even greater errors may be expected for the
primary consumers where less quantitative data were available. Metabolic
studies have been conducted for several species of amphipods (Chang and
Parsons 1975; Haicrow and Boyd 1967). Information on particle selection
and assimilation efficiency is also known for species of various taxa.
However, this knowledge is quite patchy. A concentrated effort on the
primary consumers of an area must be undertaken to estimate standing
crop, feeding and growth rates, and production.

An important subsystem of Westcott Bay was overlooked initially in
efforts to simplify the system. This food web consists of the large
macroinvertebrates such as starfish, bivalves, crabs, and anemones
that are typical of most eelgrass areas. These macroinvertebrates are
suspension feeders, macroalgae grazers, and carnivores, and therefore
represent unaccounted for nodes and linkages in the food web. A
comprehensive bioenergetics analysis of any habitat as a whole will
have to incorporate every component system despite its complexity.

It is assumed that after identifying and quantifying the principal
energy pathways in a food web, the effects of perturbations can be better
assessed. Three possible outcomes of a perturbation are possible for a
population: (1) Population numbers decrease, (2) population numbers
remain constant but the mean weight per individual decreases, (3) the
population dies or leaves the area. Knowing the mobility of the population
and the ability of individuals to switch to different prey, as well as the
basic information on growth and feeding rates and production, would be
necessary to predict the outcome.
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