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Executive Summary
Climate change and variability are key issues affecting the conservation and management of
marine mammals. Marine mammal stocks are expected to respond to climate change and
variability in a variety of ways that may manifest as shifts in distribution, abundance, and/or
phenology. However, many stocks lack specific climate-related information. Vulnerability
assessments can help fill that gap and identify candidate stocks for targeted climate-related
research. The NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy1 and Regional Action Plans 2 call for
vulnerability assessments of living marine resources including marine mammals. However, there
are few methods in the literature specifically designed to assess the vulnerability of multiple
marine mammal stocks. Here we present a method to assess the climate vulnerability of marine
mammal stocks.
The method follows the model of the NOAA Fisheries Marine Fish and Shellfish Climate
Vulnerability Assessment 3. It uses existing information and expert elicitation to assess marine
mammal stocks’ exposure, sensitivity, and capacity to adapt to climate change and variability.
Exposure to climate change is assessed by scoring the projected change in climate conditions
within a stock’s current distribution. Sensitivity and capacity to adapt to climate change are
assessed based on our understanding of a stock’s life history traits.
An expert working group identified relevant life history traits and climate exposure factors. A
separate working group defined scoring criteria for each of the life history traits and climate
exposure factors to differentiate between and among marine mammal stocks. The assessment
method was pilot tested separately in the Northeast and Southeast United States. We revised and
updated the approach based on input received during the pilots.
Prior to the assessment, we assembled background narratives that summarize the existing
literature available for the climate-relevant life history traits for each stock. We acquired maps
showing the projected change in the climate exposure factors and overlaid current stock
distribution data. To evaluate sensitivity to climate change, a team of marine mammal experts
individually combined that information with their own knowledge to score each life history trait
using a four-point scale. The team members then individually scored climate exposure as a
function of the magnitude of projected climate change within the current distribution using a
similar four-point scale. Team members also assessed the quality of the underlying data used to
score each attribute and exposure factor. After compiling individual scores, the team met to
discuss differences in scoring and revised scores as necessary. The team identified potential
differences in the interpretation of available information to ensure a common understanding of
each attribute and factor but did not work toward consensus.
We then aggregated the scores and calculated a weighted mean score for each life history trait
and climate exposure factor for each stock. We combined these weighted mean scores of climate
exposure factors and life history traits into an overall exposure score and an overall
sensitivity/adaptive capacity score, respectively, using a logic model. Finally, we calculated a

1

https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/ecosystems/climate/national-climate-strategy
https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/ecosystems/climate/rap/index
3
https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/Assets/ecosystems/climate/documents/TM%20OSF3.pdf
1
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climate vulnerability score for each stock by combining a stock’s overall climate exposure score
and overall sensitivity/adaptive capacity score using a vulnerability matrix.
The assessment method will be first applied to marine mammal stocks in the western North
Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, and Caribbean and next to stocks in the Pacific and Arctic. Regional
assessments will produce a list of stocks ranked by vulnerability to climate change. Each stock
will have a vulnerability profile that summarizes the distribution of expert scores for each life
history attribute and exposure factor, and identify variables that contribute the most to the stock’s
vulnerability. Stock-specific profiles will support management decision-making by identifying
stocks vulnerable to climate change and the potential causes of that vulnerability. Similarly,
researchers could use assessment results to target research toward specific stocks, regions, or
attributes to expand our understanding of marine mammal stock responses to climate change and
the consequences to the broader marine ecosystem.

1 Background
The impacts of climate variability and change have been observed in coastal and marine species,
with range shifts, changes in local abundance, and variation in timing of life history events
detected in various regions (Pinsky et al. 2013, Poloczanska et al. 2013, Brown et al. 2016,
Staudinger et al. 2019). Marine mammal populations have been, and are expected to continue to
be, affected by changing climate conditions (Learmonth et al. 2006, Macleod 2009, Schumann et
al. 2013). Some marine mammal populations show climate-related shifts in distribution (Kovacs
et al. 2011; Clarke et al. 2013). Predicting marine mammal distribution under changing climate
conditions is challenging (Silber et al. 2017), though analytical techniques are now available to
predict distribution changes (Gilles et al. 2011, Becker et al. 2012, Pendleton et al. 2012,
Mannocci et al. 2014, Becker et al. 2018). Predicting changes in phenology and abundance
(Becker et al. 2018) is similarly challenging. Generally, climate impact studies are limited to a
few marine mammal stocks globally.
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has mandates to protect and recover species
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA). These
mandates include the issuance of MMPA permits and authorizations, ESA Section 7
consultations, recovery planning, species listing and delisting, and status reviews. Consideration
of potential climate change effects is necessary to understand the impacts of all possible natural
and man-made stressors on population viability (McClure et al. 2013, NMFS 2016). An
improved understanding of species responses to altered climate states, including the magnitude
and direction of the effect, is important to help inform various MMPA and ESA activities.
Climate vulnerability assessments (CVAs) provide a rapid, but generalized approach to identify
species that may be most vulnerable to climate change and the potential factors contributing to
their vulnerability. Typically, CVAs follow a similar framework or structure that combines
exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity (Glick et al. 2011, Foden et al. 2016, Foden et al.
2018). To maximize their utility, many CVAs also quantify or qualify the uncertainty associated
with the assessment (Foden et al. 2018).
There have been numerous CVA studies of terrestrial species since the 1990s (e.g., Herman and
Scott 1994; see Staudinger et al. 2015) but they are less common for marine ecosystems (Pacifici
2

et al. 2015), with marine fisheries and habitats receiving the most attention to date (e.g., Chin et
al. 2010, Johnson and Welch et al. 2010, Foden et al. 2013, Pecl et al. 2014, Hare et al. 2016b).
Similar studies for non-fish protected species are further limited in number and scope (e.g.,
Lawler et al. 2007, Hamann et al. 2007, Laidre et al. 2008, Fuentes et al. 2011). A recent effort,
developed concurrently with our method, assessed the climate vulnerability of cetaceans in the
Madeira Archipelago following a similar approach presented here (Sousa et al. 2019).
Other types of studies (e.g., modeling) can offer insight into potential species-specific responses
to climate change. However, those approaches are generally resource and data intensive and
impossible to perform for multiple species concurrently. Using CVAs to identify those species
that are most vulnerable to climate change can help prioritize species selection for modeling
initiatives (Silber et al. 2017), assuming sufficient data exist to undertake modeling exercises for
the species.
The NMFS Climate Science Strategy (Link et al. 2015) and other high-level strategies developed
with NMFS participation (e.g., National Fish, Wildlife and Plants Climate Adaptation
Partnership 2012) call for vulnerability assessments as a first step to gauge the likelihood of
multiple species being impacted by climate change impacts. CVAs have been included in all
draft Regional Action Plans (Gulf of Mexico Regional Action Plan Team 2016, Hare et al.
2016a, Northwest and Southwest Fisheries Science Centers 2016, Polovina et al. 2016, Sigler et
al. 2016) developed to implement the Climate Science Strategy.
To address the needs of protected species managers and to provide relevant climate-related
information, we developed a targeted methodology to assess the vulnerability of marine
mammals to climate change. We followed the general approach of the recently developed and
implemented Marine Fish and Shellfish Climate Vulnerability Assessment (FCVA) (Morrison et
al. 2015, Hare et al. 2016a), using a similar development process and framework. We adapted the
life history attributes and scoring criteria to reflect the life histories of cetaceans and pinnipeds
for the Marine Mammal Climate Vulnerability Assessment (MMCVA). Here we present the
method and describe its future application.

2 Assessment Methodology
2.1 Framework overview and development
The MMCVA was designed using a similar structure and expert-based scoring approach as the
FCVA and the same nomenclature (i.e., exposure factors, sensitivity/adaptive capacity attributes)
as the FCVA and Chin et al. (2010). Our method scored multiple features for two separate
components: 1) exposure to climate change and 2) adaptive capacity and sensitivity to climate
change. The framework then combines those separate component scores into a relative
vulnerability score (Fig. 1).

3

Fig. 1. Climate vulnerability assessment process from information gathering to final products.

2.1.1 Sensitivity and Adaptive Capacity Component
We defined sensitivity as the ability of a stock to tolerate climate-driven changes in
environmental conditions and adaptive capacity as the ability to modify intrinsic characteristics
(e.g., behavior, physiology, habitat usage) to cope with climate-driven changes in environmental
4

conditions (Glick et al. 2011). Since tolerance of a condition and adapting to a condition exist
along a spectrum of possible responses to that condition, we combined sensitivity and adaptive
capacity since many attributes that could be categorized as one could be categorized as the other
with simple changes in wording (Williams et al. 2008, Hare et al. 2016b).
We considered whether each sensitivity/adaptive capacity attribute related to potential responses
in stock abundance, geographic distribution, and phenology. Some attributes influenced all three
response categories, while other attributes only influenced one or two response categories.
Potential responses of sensitivity/adaptive capacity included: 1) changes in abundance resulting
in declines or increases in population number, 2) changes in distribution resulting in climatedriven changes in geographic ranges, including range expansion, contraction, or shift, and 3)
changes in phenology resulting in seasonal shifts (either earlier or later in the year) or changes in
duration (prolonged or shortened) of life history events such as breeding or migration.

2.1.2 Exposure Component
We defined exposure factors as measures of the magnitude of climate change a stock is expected
to experience. We scored exposure factors as a function of the degree of change expected for that
factor in areas that overlap with the stock’s current distribution. For those exposure factors that
could be modeled spatially, exposure was scored by overlaying current range maps with the
modeled magnitude of exposure.
Per NMFS policy guidance, NMFS uses representative concentration pathway (RCP) 8.5, the
business-as-usual scenario (Riahi et al. 2011), when considering the treatment of climate change
in ESA activities (NMFS 2016). To maximize the utility of the information produced, the
MMCVA followed NMFS policy guidance and used RCP 8.5 for projected climate conditions.

2.1.3 Identifying Attributes and Establishing Scoring Criteria
An expert working group composed of representatives from NOAA, other federal agencies, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and academia guided the selection of relevant marine
mammal life history traits and climate exposure factors.
We identified 11 life history attributes relevant to climate change that were used to score
sensitivity and adaptive capacity components (Table 1). We assessed each attribute
independently and treated all attributes as equal. For example, when considering two nearly
identical species in which the only attribute that differed was the number of offspring produced,
the species that produced more offspring was considered to have a lower sensitivity/higher
adaptive capacity to climate change. Although many of these attributes are correlated, we made
efforts to reduce “double counting” by describing those situations in which an attribute may be
bundled into another and selecting attributes with minimal overlap. For example, we did not
include protected status (e.g., Threatened, Endangered) since population abundance and
population trend were considered as part of status determination.

5

Table 1. List of sensitivity attributes included in the MMCVA.
Sensitivity Attribute

Description

Prey/Diet Specificity

The breadth of a stock’s diet and the ability of individuals to shift
foraging strategy and/or diet under changing conditions

Habitat Specificity

The breadth of habitat used by a stock and estimate of the ability of
individuals to shift habitat use under changing conditions

Site Fidelity

The degree to which individuals utilize the same sites year after
year

Lifetime Reproductive
Potential

The ability of an individual (and by extension, stock) to produce
offspring that facilitate population growth and avoid declines in
abundance

Generation Length

The time between generations in a stock that facilitates the potential
for evolutionary adaptation

Reproductive Plasticity

The ability of a stock to adapt aspects of its reproductive strategy to
changing conditions

Migration

Annual and seasonal movements of a stock, including the
associated behaviors, patterns, and pathways

Home Range

The spatial extent of individuals within a stock

Stock Abundance

The current abundance estimate of a stock

Stock Abundance Trend

The change in a stock’s abundance through time

Cumulative Stressors

The level to which a stock is impacted by non-climate stressors

We identified nine climate factors to score climate exposure (Table 2). We selected the same
climate exposure factors that were used in the FCVA, recognizing the importance of exposure
factors that are likely to directly affect marine mammals and also those that are likely to affect
marine mammal prey or marine mammal habitat.
A separate working group comprising NMFS and non-governmental marine mammal experts
defined scoring criteria for each of the life history traits and climate exposure factors. The group
aimed to establish criteria to compare marine mammal stocks using commonly studied metrics
(e.g., diet composition, vital rates). The criteria were established to consider the unique life
histories of marine mammals and are not appropriate for cross-taxa assessment.
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Table 2. Climate exposure factors included in the MMCVA.
Climate Exposure Factor

Description

Sea Surface Temperature

The temperature of the upper water column (the mixed
layer) may have direct physiological effects on marine
mammals and/or prey

Air Temperature

The near-surface air temperature may have direct
physiological effects on marine mammals and/or prey
and serves as a useful proxy for estuarine water
temperature

Precipitation

Rain, snow, and ice that affects salinity and serves as a
delivery mechanism for pollutants and contaminants

Salinity

Surface salt content that can affect marine mammal
health and/or prey

Ocean Acidification

The decreasing of the ocean’s pH that may affect
marine mammal acoustic habitat and/or prey

Sea Ice Cover

The percent of sea surface covered by any type of ice,
which serves as habitat for some marine mammal
stocks

Dissolved Oxygen

The amount of oxygen in surface waters, which may
affect marine mammal prey

Circulation

The movement of water masses, which may affect
marine mammal movement and/or prey

Sea Level Rise

The relative change in sea level, which may affect
marine mammal and/or prey habitat

We established criteria to guide the scoring using four bins for each attribute and factor, with Bin
1 corresponding to “Low” sensitivity or exposure and Bin 4 corresponding to “Very High”
sensitivity or exposure.
Other CVAs and frameworks have included a weighting factor to emphasize attributes that are
disproportionately impactful for a species (e.g., Thomas et al. 2011, Reece and Noss 2014);
however, we omitted a weighting factor in the MMCVA to reduce complexity.

7

2.2 Preparing to Implement the Assessment
2.2.1 Scale and Scope
We designed the MMCVA for application to marine mammal stocks or similar population-level
units at the region or ocean-basin scale. The assessment considered the entire life cycle and
known or available geographic range of the stocks. We used climate exposure factors projected
40 years into the future. This timeframe was long enough for climate projections to capture
climate trends and decadal variability while still near-term enough to provide managementrelevant information.

2.2.2 Stock Background Narratives
We assembled information about each stock’s life history attributes, distribution, and any studies
about the stock relating to climate change. We organized this information as stock narratives,
similar to other CVAs (e.g., Chin et al. 2010, Pecl et al. 2014, Hare et al. 2016b). The
background narratives included information describing the current state of knowledge about each
of the life history attributes. When available, the background narratives also highlighted studies
documenting stocks’ responses to climate change. For poorly studied stocks, we included related
stocks’ or species’ life history information. For example, if information was lacking for a Bay,
Sound, and Estuary common bottlenose dolphin stock, information from a neighboring common
bottlenose dolphin stock may have been included.

2.2.3 Exposure Maps
Climate exposure factors have been projected and presented in a variety of studies and formats
(IPCC 2013, Hayhoe et al. 2017). We obtained climate projections for each climate exposure
factor across the entire geographic scope of the assessment from the Earth Systems Research
Laboratory (ESRL) web portal (ESRL 2014), following the established approach used in the
FCVA. The ESRL web portal provided projections for many of the exposure factors scored in
this assessment (see Appendix B. Climate Exposure Factors). Using the ESRL projections
maximized the number of climate exposure factors in the assessment that were modeled using
the same climate models, timeframe, and spatial resolution.
We used the settings in Table 3 to customize the ESRL web portal projections. The results on the
ESRL portal are displayed with a consistent template of a grid of four maps (Fig. 2). The upper
left map shows the historical mean during the period 1956-2005. The upper right map shows the
projected future standard anomaly, which compares projected future conditions (during the
period 2006-2055) to historical conditions by subtracting the historical mean from the projected
future mean and then dividing the difference by the historical standard deviation. The lower left
map shows the average historical inter-annual standard deviation. The lower right map shows
change in variability, calculated as future variance divided by past variance. Scores for projected
mean versus historical variance are derived using the top right map. Scores for projected change
in future variability are derived using the lower right map. The two maps on the left side of the
grid were not used for scoring in this assessment, but provide additional context. The range of
the maps can be adjusted to the specific basin or region being assessed to provide greater
resolution.
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Table 3. Settings used for ESRL Climate Change Web Portal for each climate exposure factor.
Field

Value

Experiment

RCP 8.5

Model

Average of All Models

Variable

[based on climate exposure factor]

Statistic

Standard Anom (avg historical)

Season

Entire year OR specific season for highly migratory stocks

21st Century Period

2006-2055

Region

scale to fit entire stock distribution

Figure 2. Sample output from ESRL Climate Change Web Portal. This figure uses the following
settings: model = average of all models, variable = sea surface temperature, statistic = standard
anom (avg historical), season = entire year, 21st century period = 2006-2055, region = global.
(http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/psd/ipcc/ocn/)
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These maps can be used as-is, however we downloaded and processed the data to show the
exposure scaled to the criteria of scoring bins. Doing so presented the exposure maps categorized
by bin and eliminated the need for experts to interpret the exposure factor and the scoring criteria
simultaneously.
Projections obtained from downscaled models or peer-reviewed studies are useful, but the same
projections for each individual attribute must be used for all stocks that are assessed. For most
marine mammal stocks covering vast geographic areas, finer resolution models are difficult to
generate, and are not necessary for a coarse resolution CVA such as the MMCVA.
We supplemented the exposure maps with additional information, such as stock boundaries,
sighting data, or density estimates. Range maps were obtained from a variety of sources such as
stock assessment reports (NOAA 2016c), recovery plans (NOAA 2016b), status reviews (NOAA
2016b), OBIS SEAMAP (Halpin et al. 2009), CetMap (NOAA 2016a), and the International
Union for the Conservation of Nature Redlist (IUCN 2016).

2.2.4 Expert Selection
We selected expert scorers to score the MMCVA that were familiar with a broad set of stocks in
the region. Each expert had field or other research experience across multiple stocks. While
expertise in any given stock was valuable, having experts that could score a variety of stocks
allowed us to compare scores across stocks. If each expert only scored one stock, we would have
had difficulty attributing scores to the stock instead of the scorer. We included experts from
NOAA, other government agencies, NGOs, and universities.

2.3 The Expert Scoring Process
Each exposure factor and sensitivity/adaptive capacity attribute was scored individually by each
member of a group of experts for a given stock. Expert elicitation is an accepted technique with
established protocols (EPA 2009) that have been utilized in NOAA efforts (e.g., Good et al.
2005, Brainard et al. 2011, Hare et al. 2016a). The optimal number of scorers depends on
multiple factors and the literature provides no specific number (Linstone and Turoff 2002, Hsu
and Sandford 2007, Mukherjee et al. 2015). To ensure a sufficient number of reviews while
maintaining a reasonable workload for the expert scorers, we aimed to have a minimum of three
expert reviews per stock.
For each exposure factor and sensitivity/adaptive capacity attribute, experts scored by allocating
five tallies across four scoring bins according to the established bin criteria for that factor or
attribute. These five tallies were distributed among the scoring bins for which supporting
evidence matched the established criteria. For example, if all supporting evidence matched the
criteria in “Bin 4”, the experts placed all five tallies in “Bin 4.” If evidence for a stock ranged
across several bins, experts could spread their tallies across multiple bins based on the supporting
evidence; the most tallies were placed in the bin with greatest support from the literature or the
expert’s experience. Alternatively, if data quality was low, tallies could be spread across more
bins, reflecting uncertainty for this factor/attribute. For attributes with multiple metrics for
selecting bins, experts used their best judgement to place primary emphasis on those metrics with
higher quality data and secondary emphasis on other metrics less supported by data.
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2.3.1 Scoring Sensitivity/Adaptive Capacity Attributes
Experts used their knowledge and stock-specific experience combined with the stock narratives
to place their five tallies into each attribute’s four bins based on the bin criteria described in
Appendix A. Appendix A provides definitions, background, and scoring criteria for each
attribute. The relationships between each attribute and the response in abundance, distribution,
and phenology are also characterized in Appendix A.

2.3.2 Scoring Climate Exposure Factors
Experts compared the range maps of each stock to the projected exposure level for each factor.
They then scored each factor by placing five tallies across four bins according to the magnitude
of exposure projected across the entirety of the stock’s current distribution. For example, if the
magnitude of exposure within an entire stock’s distribution matched the criteria for “Bin 4”, all
five tallies were placed in “Bin 4”. If the magnitude of exposure in part of a stock’s distribution
matched the criteria for “Bin 4” and part matched the criteria for “Bin 3”, experts placed tallies
according to the proportion of the distribution that matched each bin.
Some factors did not have modeled projection maps (e.g., circulation), and experts scored these
factors using expert judgement based on the literature about projected impacts.

2.3.3 Assessing Data Quality
Similar to the FCVA, experts provided a data quality score for each attribute and factor. The data
quality score represents how much evidence supports the placement of the tallies. Naturally,
factor/attribute scores that are associated with higher data quality yield results with higher
confidence.
Data quality was scored a “3” if there were observed, modeled, or measured data to support the
placement of tallies. Data quality was scored a “2” if the score was based on the subject stock but
outside of the specified study area, if the score was based on a related stock or species, or if
conflicts existed in the supporting information that complicated the ability to assign scores. Data
quality was scored a “1” if the expert’s knowledge of and experience with the stock was the sole
basis for the score. Data quality was scored a “0” if there was no data on which to score, and the
expert’s familiarity with the stock was insufficient to provide expert judgment. Experts scored
data quality for sensitivity/adaptive capacity attributes based on their own knowledge and on the
data provided to experts in the stock narratives. Experts scored data quality for exposure factors
based on the underlying information about the stock distribution. The marine mammal experts
were not asked to assess the data quality of the climate models.

2.4 Calculating Scores
2.4.1 Attribute and Factor Means
We computed mean scores for each exposure factor and sensitivity/adaptive capacity attribute
through a three-step process.
1) We combined the tallies from all experts to produce weighted mean scores for each exposure
factor and each sensitivity/adaptive capacity attribute. Here, the weighting is for the bins within a
factor or attribute and does not refer to individual factors or attributes weighting as discussed
above. Within each factor and attribute, bins are weighted according to how the criteria for the
11

bin influences the factor or attribute. On either extreme, criteria for “Bin 1” correlate to low
exposure, low sensitivity, and high adaptive capacity while criteria for “Bin 4” correlate to high
exposure, high sensitivity, and low adaptive capacity. We calculated weighted mean scores with
bin weights corresponding to bin number, using the following equation:
𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹 𝐴𝐴𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐹𝐹𝐴𝐴 𝑊𝑊𝐴𝐴𝐴𝐴𝑊𝑊ℎ𝐹𝐹𝐴𝐴𝑡𝑡 𝑀𝑀𝐴𝐴𝐹𝐹𝑀𝑀 =

where Bn is the number of tallies in bin n.

((𝐵𝐵1 ∗ 1) + (𝐵𝐵2 ∗ 2) + (𝐵𝐵3 ∗ 3) + (𝐵𝐵4 ∗ 4))
(𝐵𝐵1 + 𝐵𝐵2 + 𝐵𝐵3 + 𝐵𝐵4 )

2) For the exposure factors that scored both change in variability and change in mean (e.g. sea
surface temperature), we used the greater of the two factor means as the mean score for that
factor.
3) We placed mean sensitivity/adaptive capacity attribute scores with the response categories
(abundance, distribution, and phenology) identified as relevant to that attribute. For example, if a
given attribute had influence over all three response categories, then the mean attribute score
applied to each response category. Alternatively, if a given attribute had influence over only
abundance, the mean attribute score was applied to abundance, but not to distribution and
phenology for that attribute. The three response categories remained independent of one another
and were supplemental to the mean sensitivity/adaptive capacity attribute score.

2.4.2 Component Scores: Sensitivity/Adaptive Capacity and Exposure
We determined sensitivity/adaptive capacity and exposure component scores using the logic
model from the FCVA (Table 4) and the attribute and factor mean scores for each stock.
Table 4. Logic model used to determine sensitivity/adaptive capacity attribute component score
and exposure factor component score.
Component Score

Criteria

Very High (4)

3 or more attribute or factor mean scores ≥ 3.5

High (3)

2 or more attribute or factor mean scores ≥ 3.0, but does not
meet threshold for “Very High”

Moderate (2)

2 or more attribute or factor mean scores ≥ 2.5, but does not
meet threshold for “High” or “Very High”

Low (1)

Less than 2 attribute or factor mean scores ≥ 2.5

2.4.3 Overall Vulnerability
We determined the overall vulnerability for a stock by multiplying exposure scores and
sensitivity/adaptive capacity component scores to generate a vulnerability rank and place the
stock into a vulnerability category. Higher scores correlated with greater vulnerability. Stocks
were placed into vulnerability categories using exposure component score and
sensitivity/adaptive capacity component score cross-referenced with a vulnerability matrix
derived from the FCVA (Fig. 3).
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Figure 3. Vulnerability matrix derived from FCVA used to combine sensitivity/adaptive capacity
category component score and exposure component score to determine overall vulnerability
category. Numbers in parenthesis represent the factors and product of multiplying sensitivity and
exposure. Low vulnerability (1-3), moderate vulnerability (4-6), high vulnerability (8-9), and
very high vulnerability (12-16) can results from multiple combinations of sensitivity and
exposure.

2.4.4 Response Category Score
Within the sensitivity/adaptive capacity component, the three response categories provide
additional information about anticipated responses. We calculated each stock’s response
category score similarly as overall sensitivity, using the weighted means of the individual
attribute scores for that stock while ignoring values of “N/A”. As different attributes influence
abundance, distribution, and phenology, comparisons were not made across response categories
within a stock.
13

3 Next Steps
3.1 Regional Implementation
With the method developed and tested, we plan to apply the method to stocks at the regional
scale. First, we will apply the method to stocks in the western North Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico,
and Caribbean. Later, we will apply the method to stocks in the Pacific and Arctic.
The outputs from these regional applications of the MMCVA will include a ranked vulnerability
index, response category scores, and stock-specific vulnerability profiles. Stocks will be
categorized and ranked by overall vulnerability to support managers. Each stock will have its
own graphical representation of sensitivity/adaptive capacity and exposure scores.
Corresponding profiles will describe the attributes and factors contributing to vulnerability and
identify data gaps such as attributes and factors with weak supporting evidence. Researchers can
use the vulnerability profiles to target research toward specific attributes that may be driving the
vulnerability of a given stock to explore responses to varying magnitudes of change in that
driver. Managers can use the vulnerability profiles to identify the attributes that contribute most
to stock sensitivity/adaptive capacity and the types of climate change impacts expected to most
impact the stock. This information can be used to design management strategies and focus efforts
on those attributes and factors that could most reduce vulnerability.

3.2 Interfacing with Other CVAs
We encourage future iterations of this assessment to interface with other CVAs that characterize
the vulnerability of prey and habitat. NMFS is in the process of applying the FCVA to fish stocks
across all regions. NMFS is also currently developing a Habitat Climate Vulnerability
Assessment (HCVA). Including the results of regional applications of the FCVA and HCVA as
input to the MMCVA’s Prey/Diet Specificity and Habitat Specificity attributes would strengthen
the MMCVA by reflecting the vulnerability of the prey and habitat that marine mammals depend
on. Developing a plan to integrate the results of the different CVAs will help to describe
interconnected and cascading effects of climate change.

4 Conclusion
Marine mammal stocks are expected to respond to changing climate conditions in a variety of
ways through range shifts, declining or increasing abundance, and/or phenological shifts.
Climate-related information can help inform management activities under the ESA and MMPA,
and CVAs can provide important information for consideration. Our method is an early step to
inform marine mammal management under changing climate conditions. It operates at the stock
level to describe climate vulnerability on a management-relevant scale, although this method
may be modified to operate on finer or coarser scales. Similar to the FCVA, the method is
designed to be repeated at regular intervals to incorporate updated climate projections from new
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reports and National Climate Assessments.
Additional attributes described in Appendix A may be added to future iterations of the
assessment as necessary. The results of the MMCVA can prioritize research toward data gaps,
and as stock-specific biological information improves that information can be incorporated into
future assessments. Improved understanding of the climate vulnerability of marine mammal
14

stocks will help and inform activities to aid in the management and recovery of these protected
species.

15

5 Acknowledgements
We thank the members of the Protected Species Climate Vulnerability Assessment steering
committee for their guidance on this project: Gregory Balogh, David Gouveia, Jonathan Hare, T.
Todd Jones, Nathan Mantua, Eric Shott, Gregory Silber, Michael Simpkins, Christopher Toole,
Carrie Upite, and Kyle Van Houtan.
We thank the expert workshop participants for their input on assessment framework and initial
attribute lists: Robyn Angliss, Jason Baker, Gregory Balogh, Steven Bograd, Charlotte Boyd,
Erica Fleishman, Mariana Fuentes, Kathy Goodin, John M. Halley, Jonathan Hare, Dennis
Heinemann, Nathan Mantua, Wendy Morrison, Mark Nelson, Aaron Poe, Vincent Saba, Gregory
Silber, Michael Simpkins, Mridula Srinivasan, Michelle Staudinger, Christopher Toole, and Kyle
Van Houtan.
We thank Brian Bloodworth and Sharon Melin for their assistance in developing initial
attributes.
We thank Jeanette Davis and Laura Ferguson for helping to test the framework.
We thank the Northeast pilot test participants for feedback and attribute revisions: Peter
Corkeron, Laura Ferguson, Mendy Garron, Lanni Hall, Sean Hayes, Dave Morin, and Kate
Swails.
We thank the Southeast pilot test participants for feedback and attribute revisions: Ruth Ewing,
Lance Garrison, Keith Mullin, and Patricia Rosel.
We thank Stephen K. Brown, Richard Merrick, Kenric Osgood, Mridula Srinivasan, and Donna
Wieting for their critical support throughout the project.
We thank Kristin Laidre and Michelle Staudinger for reviewing individual attributes.
We thank the Protected Resources Board for feedback and support.
We thank the Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, and Caribbean scoring team for input on attribute
definitions and scoring criteria: Brian Balmer, Samuel Chavez, Danielle Cholewiak, Diane
Claridge, Laura Engleby, Ruth Ewing, Kristi Fazioli, Grisel Rodriguez Ferrar, Dagmar Fertl,
Kathy Foley, Erin Fougeres, Damon Gannon, Lance Garrison, James Gilbert, Annie Gorgone,
Aleta Hohn, Stacey Horstman, Beth Josephson, Robert Kenney, Jeremy Kiszka, Wayne McFee,
Reny Tyson Moore, Keith Mullin, Kimberly Murray, Jooke Robbins, Jason Roberts, Errol Ronje,
Patricia Rosel, Todd Speakman, Joy Stanistreet, Tara Stevens, Megan Stolen, Nicole Vollmer,
Randall Wells, Heidi Whitehead, and Amy Whitt.
This project was funded by NOAA Fisheries Office of Science and Technology.
The views expressed herein are the authors’ and do not necessarily reflect the views of NOAA or
any of its sub-agencies.
16

6 References
Becker, E.A., Foley, D.G., Forney, K.A., Barlow, J., Redfern, J.V., Gentemann, C.L. 2012.
Forecasting cetacean abundance patterns to enhance management decisions. Endangered
Species Research 16, 97-112. doi: 10.3354/esr00390
Becker, E.A., Forney, K.A., Redfern, J.V., Barlow, J., Jacox, M.G., Roberts, J.J., Palacios, D.M.,
Beger, M. 2018. Predicting cetacean abundance and distribution in a changing climate.
Diversity and Distributions. doi: 10.1111/ddi.12867
Brainard, R.E., Birkeland, C., Eakin, C.M., McElhany, P., Miller, M.W., Patterson, M., Piniak,
G.A. 2011. Status review report of 82 candidate coral species petitioned under the U.S.
Endangered Species Act. U.S. Department of Commerce. 530 p. NOAA Technical
Memorandum, NOAA-TM-NMFS-PIFSC-27
Brown, C.J., O'Connor, M.I., Poloczanska, E.S., Schoeman, D.S., Buckley, L.B., Burrows, M.T.,
Duarte, C.M., Halpern, B.S., Pandolfi, J.M., Parmesan, C., Richardson, A.J. 2016.
Ecological and methodological drivers of species' distribution and phenology responses
to climate change. Glob Chang Biol 22, 1548-1560. doi: 10.1111/gcb.13184
Chin, A., Kyne, P.M., Walker, T.I., Mcauley, R.B. 2010. An integrated risk assessment for
climate change: analysing the vulnerability of sharks and rays on Australia's Great
Barrier Reef. Global Change Biology 16, 1936-1953. doi: 10.1111/j.13652486.2009.02128.x
Clarke, J., Stafford, K., Moore, S.E., Rone, B., Aerts, L., Crance, J. 2013. Subarctic Cetaceans in
the Southern Chukchi Sea Evidence of Recovery or Response to a Changing Ecosystem.
Oceanography 26, 136-151.
Earth Systems Research Laboratory (ESRL). 2014. NOAA’s Ocean Climate Change Web Portal.
May 15, 2016. http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/psd/ipcc/ocn/
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2009. A Framework for Categorizing the Relative
Vulnerability of Threatened and Endangered Species to Climate Change (External
Review Draft). U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC. EPA/600/R09/011.
Foden, W.B., Butchart, S.H.M., Stuart, S.N., Vie, J.C., Akcakaya, H.R., Angulo, A., DeVantier,
L.M., Gutsche, A., Turak, E., Cao, L., Donner, S.D., Katariya, V., Bernard, R., Holland,
R.A., Hughes, A.F., O'Hanlon, S.E., Garnett, S.T., Sekercioglu, C.H., Mace, G.M. 2013.
Identifying the World's Most Climate Change Vulnerable Species: A Systematic TraitBased Assessment of all Birds, Amphibians and Corals. Plos One 8. doi:
10.1371/journal.pone.0065427
Foden, W.B., Young, B.E. 2016. Guidelines for assessing species’ vulnerability to climate
change. doi: 10.2305/IUCN.CH.2016.SSC-OP.59.en
Foden, W.B., Young, B.E., Akçakaya, H.R., Garcia, R.A., Hoffmann, A.A., Stein, B.A.,
Thomas, C.D., Wheatley, C.J., Bickford, D., Carr, J.A., Hole, D.G., Martin, T.G.,
Pacifici, M., Pearce‐Higgins, J.W., Platts, P.J., Visconti, P., Watson, J.E.M., Huntley, B.
2018. Climate change vulnerability assessment of species. Wiley Interdisciplinary
Reviews: Climate Change 10. doi: 10.1002/wcc.551
17

Fuentes, M.M.P.B., Limpus, C.J., Hamann, M. 2011. Vulnerability of sea turtle nesting grounds
to climate change. Global Change Biology 17, 140-153. doi: 10.1111/j.13652486.2010.02192.x
Gilles, A., Adler, S., Kaschner, K., Scheidat, M., Siebert, U. 2011. Modelling harbour porpoise
seasonal density as a function of the German Bight environment: implications for
management. Endangered Species Research 14, 157-169. doi: 10.3354/esr00344
Glick, P., Stein, B.A., Edelson, N.A. 2011. Scanning the Conservation Horizon: A Guide to
Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment. National Wildlife Federation, Washington
DC.
Good, T.P., Waples, R.S., Adams, P. 2005. Updated status of federally listed ESUs of West
Coast salmon and steelhead. U.S. Department of Commerce,. 598 p.
Gulf of Mexico Regional Action Plan Team. 2016. NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy
Gulf of Mexico Regional Action Plan Draft August 11, 2016.
Halpin, P.N., Read, A.J., Fujioka, E., Best, B.D., Donnelly, B., Hazen, L.J., Kot, C., Urian, K.,
LaBrecque, E., Dimatteo, A., Cleary, J., Good, C., Crowder, L.B., Hyrenbach, K.D. 2009.
OBIS-SEAMAP:The world data center for marine mammal, sea bird, and sea turtle
distributions. Oceanography 22, 104-115. doi: 10.5670/oceanog.2009.42
Hamann, M., Limpus, C.J., Read, M.A. 2007. Vulnerability of marine reptiles in the Great
Barrier Reef to climate change, in: Johnson, J.E., Marshal, P.A. (Eds.), Climate change
and the Great Barrier Reef: a vulnerability assessment. Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority and the Australian Greenhouse Office, Townsville, pp. 445-496.
Hare, J., Borggaard, D.L., Friedland, K.D., Anderson, J., Burns, P., Chu, K., Clay, P.M., Collins,
M.J., Cooper, P., Fratantoni, P.S., Johnson, M.R., Manderson, J.P., Milke, L., Miller,
T.J., Orphanides, C.D., Saba, V.S. 2016a. Northeast Regional Action Plan - NOAA
Fisheries Climate Science Strategy.
Hare, J.A., Morrison, W.E., Nelson, M.W., Stachura, M.M., Teeters, E.J., Griffis, R.B.,
Alexander, M.A., Scott, J.D., Alade, L., Bell, R.J., Chute, A.S., Curti, K.L., Curtis, T.H.,
Kircheis, D., Kocik, J.F., Lucey, S.M., McCandless, C.T., Milke, L.M., Richardson, D.E.,
Robillard, E., Walsh, H.J., McManus, M.C., Marancik, K.E., Griswold, C.A. 2016b. A
vulnerability assessment of fish and invertebrates to climate change on the Northeast US
Continental Shelf. PLoS ONE 11, e0146756. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0146756
Hayhoe, K., Edmonds, J., Kopp, R.E., LeGrande, A.N., Sanderson, B.M., Wehner, M.F.,
Wuebbles, D.J. 2017. Climate models, scenarios, and projections, in: Wuebbles, D.J.,
Fahey, D.W., Hibbard, K.A., Dokken, D.J., Stewart, B.C., Maycock, T.K. (Eds.), Climate
Science Special Report: Fourth National Climate Assessment, Volume I. U.S. Global
Change Research Program, Washington, DC, USA, pp. 133-160. doi: 10.7930/j0wh2n54
Herman, T.B., Scott, F.W. 1994. Protected areas and global climate change: assessing the
regional or local vulnerability of vertebrate species, in: Pernetta, J.C., Leemans, R., Elder,
D., Humphrey, S. (Eds.), Impacts of climate change on ecosystems and species:
implications for protected areas. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland, pp. 13-27.

18

Hsu, C.C., Sandford, B.A. 2007. The Delphi technique: making sense of consensus. Practical
assessment, research & evaluation 12, 1-8.
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 2013. Climate Change 2013: The Physical
Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Stocker, T.F., D. Qin, G.-K. Plattner, M.
Tignor, S.K. Allen, J. Boschung, A. Nauels, Y. Xia, V. Bex and P.M. Midgley (eds.)].
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA,
1535 pp
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN). 2016. The IUCN Red List of
Threatened Species. Version 2016-3. 08 January 2017. http://www.iucnredlist.org
Johnson, J.E., Welch, D.J. 2010. Marine Fisheries Management in a Changing Climate: A
Review of Vulnerability and Future Options. Reviews in Fisheries Science 18, 106-124.
doi: 10.1080/10641260903434557
Kovacs, K.M., Lydersen, C., Overland, J.E., Moore, S.E. 2011. Impacts of changing sea-ice
conditions on Arctic marine mammals. Marine Biodiversity 41, 181-194. doi:
10.1007/s12526-010-0061-0
Laidre, K.L., Stirling, I., Lowry, L.F., Wiig, O., Heide-Jorgensen, M.P., Ferguson, S.H. 2008.
Quantifying the sensitivity of Arctic marine mammals to climate-induced habitat change.
Ecol Appl 18, S97-125. doi: 10.1890/06-0546.1
Lawler, I., Parra, G., Noad, M. 2007. Vulnerability of marine mammals in the Great Barrier Reef
to climate change, in: Johnson, J., Marshal, P. (Eds.), Climate change and the Great
Barrier Reef: a vulnerability assessment. Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority and
the Australian Greenhouse Office, Townsville, pp. 497-513.
Learmonth, J.A., MacLeod, C.D., Santos, M.B., Pierce, G.J., Crick, H.Q.P., Robinson, R.A.
2006. Potential effects of climate change on marine mammals. Oceanography and Marine
Biology 44, 431-464. doi: 10.1201/9781420006391
Link, J.S., Griffis, R., Busch, S. 2015. NOAA Fisheries climate science strategy. U.S. Dept. of
Commerce. 70 p. NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-F/SPO-155
Linstone, H.A., Turoff, M. 2002. The Delphi method: Techniques and applications.
MacLeod, C.D. 2009. Global climate change, range changes and potential implications for the
conservation of marine cetaceans: a review and synthesis. Endangered Species Research
7, 125-136. doi: 10.3354/esr00197
Mannocci, L., Catalogna, M., Doremus, G., Laran, S., Lehodey, P., Massart, W., Monestiez, P.,
Van Canneyt, O., Watremez, P., Ridoux, V. 2014. Predicting cetacean and seabird
habitats across a productivity gradient in the South Pacific gyre. Progress in
Oceanography 120, 383-398. doi: 10.1016/j.pocean.2013.11.005
McClure, M.M., Alexander, M., Borggaard, D., Boughton, D., Crozier, L., Griffis, R., Jorgensen,
J.C., Lindley, S.T., Nye, J., Rowland, M.J., Seney, E.E., Snover, A., Toole, C., K,
V.A.N.H. 2013. Incorporating climate science in applications of the US endangered
species act for aquatic species. Conserv Biol 27, 1222-1233. doi: 10.1111/cobi.12166
19

Morrison, W.E., Nelson, M.W., Howard, J.F., Teeters, E.J., Hare, J.A., Griffis, R.B., Scott, J.D.,
Alexander, M.A. 2015. Methodology for assessing the vulnerability of marine fish and
shellfish species to a changing climate, in: US Department of Commerce, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries (Eds.), NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-OSF-3, Silver
Spring, MD, p. 54.
Mukherjee, N., Huge, J., Sutherland, W.J., McNeill, J., Van Opstal, M., Dahdouh-Guebas, F.,
Koedam, N. 2015. The Delphi technique in ecology and biological conservation:
applications and guidelines. Methods in Ecology and Evolution 6, 1097-1109. doi:
10.1111/2041-210x.12387
National Fish Wildlife and Plants Climate Adaptation Partnership. 2012. National Fish, Wildlife
and Plants Climate Adaptation Strategy. Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies,
Council on Environmental Quality, Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Washington, DC.
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 2016. Revised guidance for treatment of climate
change in NMFS Endangered Species Act decisions. US Department of Commerce,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries
Service,Office of Protected Resources, Silver Spring, Maryland. Directive 02-110-18.
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2016a. CetMap. Accessed May 15,
2016, http://cetsound.noaa.gov/cda-index
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2016b. Marine Mammal
Publications. May 15, 2016.
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/mammals/publications.htm
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2016c. Marine Mammal Stock
Assessments. May 15, 2016. http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/sars/
Northwest and Southwest Fisheries Science Centers. 2016. NOAA Fisheries Climate Science
Strategy (NCSS) Western Regional Action Plan (WRAP) Draft version 22 March 2016.
Pacifici, M., Foden, W.B., Visconti, P., Watson, J.E.M., Butchart, S.H.M., Kovacs, K.M.,
Scheffers, B.R., Hole, D.G., Martin, T.G., Akcakaya, H.R., Corlett, R.T., Huntley, B.,
Bickford, D., Carr, J.A., Hoffmann, A.A., Midgley, G.F., Pearce-Kelly, P., Pearson, R.G.,
Williams, S.E., Willis, S.G., Young, B., Rondinini, C. 2015. Assessing species
vulnerability to climate change. Nature Climate Change 5, 215-225. doi:
10.1038/Nclimate2448
Pecl, G.T., Ward, T.M., Doubleday, Z.A., Clarke, S., Day, J., Dixon, C., Frusher, S., Gibbs, P.,
Hobday, A.J., Hutchinson, N., Jennings, S., Jones, K., Li, X.X., Spooner, D., Stoklosa, R.
2014. Rapid assessment of fisheries species sensitivity to climate change. Climatic
Change 127, 505-520. doi: 10.1007/s10584-014-1284-z
Pendleton, D.E., Sullivan, P.J., Brown, M.W., Cole, T.V.N., Good, C.P., Mayo, C.A., Monger,
B.C., Phillips, S., Record, N.R., Pershing, A.J. 2012. Weekly predictions of North
Atlantic right whale Eubalaena glacialis habitat reveal influence of prey abundance and
20

seasonality of habitat preferences. Endangered Species Research 18, 147-161. doi:
10.3354/esr00433
Pinsky, M.L., Worm, B., Fogarty, M.J., Sarmiento, J.L., Levin, S.A. 2013. Marine taxa track
local climate velocities. Science 341, 1239-1242. doi: 10.1126/science.1239352
Poloczanska, E.S., Brown, C.J., Sydeman, W.J., Kiessling, W., Schoeman, D.S., Moore, P.J.,
Brander, K., Bruno, J.F., Buckley, L.B., Burrows, M.T., Duarte, C.M., Halpern, B.S.,
Holding, J., Kappel, C.V., O'Connor, M.I., Pandolfi, J.M., Parmesan, C., Schwing, F.,
Thompson, S.A., Richardson, A.J. 2013. Global imprint of climate change on marine life.
Nature Climate Change 3, 919-925. doi: 10.1038/Nclimate1958
Polovina, J., Dreflak, K., Baker, J., Bloom, S., Brooke, S., Chan, V., Ellgen, S., Golden, D.,
Hospital, J., Van Houtan, K., Kolinski, S., Lumsden, B., Maison, K., Mansker, M.,
Oliver, T., Spalding, S., Woodworth-Jefcoats, P. 2016. NOAA Fisheries Climate Science
Strategy Pacific Islands Region Climate Regional Action Plan (Draft April 25, 2016).
Reece, J.S., Noss, R.F. 2014. Prioritizing Species by Conservation Value and Vulnerability: A
New Index Applied to Species Threatened by Sea-Level Rise and Other Risks in Florida.
Natural Areas Journal 34, 31-45. doi: 10.3375/043.034.0105
Riahi, K., Rao, S., Krey, V., Cho, C., Chirkov, V., Fischer, G., Kindermann, G., Nakicenovic,
N., Rafaj, P. 2011. RCP 8.5-A scenario of comparatively high greenhouse gas emissions.
Climatic Change 109, 33-57. doi: 10.1007/s10584-011-0149-y
Schumann, N., Gales, N.J., Harcourt, R.G., Arnould, J.P.Y. 2013. Impacts of climate change on
Australian marine mammals. Australian Journal of Zoology 61, 146-159. doi:
10.1071/ZO12131
Sigler, M., Haynie, A., Himes-Cornell, A., Hollowed, A., Holsman, K., Mundy, P., Stabeno, P.,
Zador, S., Davis, S., Gerke, B. 2016. Regional Action Plan for Southeastern Bering Sea
Climate Science (draft).
Silber, G.K., Lettrich, M.D., Thomas, P.O., Baker, J.D., Baumgartner, M., Becker, E.A., Boveng,
P., Dick, D.M., Fiechter, J., Forcada, J., Forney, K.A., Griffis, R.B., Hare, J.A., Hobday,
A.J., Howell, D., Laidre, K.L., Mantua, N., Quakenbush, L., Santora, J.A., Stafford,
K.M., Spencer, P., Stock, C., Sydeman, W., Van Houtan, K., Waples, R.S. 2017.
Projecting Marine Mammal Distribution in a Changing Climate. Frontiers in Marine
Science 4. doi: 10.3389/fmars.2017.00413
Sousa, A., Alves, F., Dinis, A., Bentz, J., Cruz, M.J., Nunes, J.P. 2019. How vulnerable are
cetaceans to climate change? Developing and testing a new index. Ecological Indicators
98, 9-18. doi: 10.1016/j.ecolind.2018.10.046
Staudinger, M.D., Morelli, T.L., Bryan, A.M. 2015. Integrating Climate Change into Northeast
and Midwest State Wildlife Action Plans. Amherst, Massachusetts.
Staudinger M.D., Mills, K.E., Stamieszkin, K., Record, N.R., Hudak, C.A., Allyn, A., Diamond,
A., Friedland, K.D., Golet, W., Henderson, M.E., Hernandez, C.M., Huntington, T.G., Ji,
R., Johnson, C.L., Johnson, D.S., Jordaan, A., Kocik, J., Li, Y., Liebman, M., Nichols,
O.C., Pendleton, D., Richards, R.A., Robben, T., Thomas, A.C., Walsh, H.J. and Yakola,
21

K. 2019. It’s about time: A synthesis of changing phenology in the Gulf of Maine
ecosystem. Fisheries Oceanography 28:fog.12429. doi: 10.1111/fog.12429
Thomas, C.D., Hill, J.K., Anderson, B.J., Bailey, S., Beale, C.M., Bradbury, R.B., Bulman, C.R.,
Crick, H.Q.P., Eigenbrod, F., Griffiths, H.M., Kunin, W.E., Oliver, T.H., Walmsley,
C.A., Watts, K., Worsfold, N.T., Yardley, T. 2011. A framework for assessing threats and
benefits to species responding to climate change. Methods in Ecology and Evolution 2,
125-142. doi: 10.1111/j.2041-210X.2010.00065.x
Williams, S.E., Shoo, L.P., Isaac, J.L., Hoffmann, A.A., Langham, G. 2008. Towards an
Integrated Framework for Assessing the Vulnerability of Species to Climate Change. Plos
Biology 6, 2621-2626. doi: 10.1371/journal.pbio.0060325

22

Appendix A

Life History Attributes

A.1

Prey/Diet Specificity .................................................................................................... A-2

A.2

Habitat Specificity........................................................................................................ A-4

A.3

Site Fidelity .................................................................................................................. A-6

A.4

Lifetime Reproductive Potential .................................................................................. A-7

A.5

Generation Length........................................................................................................ A-8

A.6

Reproductive Plasticity ................................................................................................ A-9

A.7

Migration.................................................................................................................... A-11

A.8

Home Range............................................................................................................... A-13

A.9

Stock Abundance........................................................................................................ A-14

A.10 Stock Abundance Trend ............................................................................................. A-15
A.11 Cumulative Stressors.................................................................................................. A-16
A.12 Attributes considered but omitted .............................................................................. A-17
A.13 References .................................................................................................................. A-20

A-1

A.1

Prey/Diet Specificity

Goal: To estimate the breadth of a stock’s diet and the ability of individuals to shift foraging
strategy and/or diet under changing conditions.
Background: Foraging behavior and prey of individuals within a species varies greatly in terms
of timing, location, age, reproductive status, and other variables (Pauly et al. 1998, Ford et al.
1998, Le Boeuf et al. 2000, Bowen et al. 2002). The diet specificity of a stock is described by the
diversity of prey the stock typically consumes. We assess the ability to switch prey by
considering the variety of prey types historically consumed. Generalist foragers that can target a
variety of prey types and prey sizes, utilizing multiple foraging locations, times, and/or
strategies, are more adaptive and resilient to direct and indirect impacts from climatic changes
(Clavel et al. 2011, Young et al. 2015, Beever et al. 2016).
Variability exists among other frameworks as to what constitutes a diet specialist. Laidre et al.
(2008) and Sousa et al. (2019) used a threshold of one prey type comprising 20% or more of
marine mammal diets as criteria for the most sensitive species. Other non-taxa specific climate
vulnerability and sensitivity frameworks (e.g., Cabrelli et al. 2014, Young et al. 2015) use a
threshold of a prey type comprising 90% or more of a species’ diet to define a diet specialist. The
differences in definition of ‘prey type’ each framework uses may account for some of this
variation and highlights the necessity for consistent usage of terminology among scorers.
We consider the number of prey types and the size of prey as primary factors in prey diversity.
We define ‘prey type’ in terms of broad taxonomic groups, generally on the taxonomic level of a
single order (e.g., crabs, clams, squid, flatfish, clupeid fish, sciaenids (i.e., drums and croakers),
calanoid copepods). Here, diet specialists are stocks that consume a narrow range of prey types.
Those stocks with more specialized diets often consume prey of a single genus or family within a
given Order. Stocks that are loosely specialized show strong preference for a single prey type for
the majority of their caloric intake but are known to consume other prey types on occasion. Diet
generalists are stocks that consume a wide variety of prey types (i.e., across multiple Orders).
Stocks with the most generalized diets consume prey from several Orders while other generalist
stocks may have diets limited to two or three Orders but consume a broad variety of species and
sizes within those Orders.
A stock that consumes a broad assortment of prey species should be more adaptive to climatedriven shifts in prey availability because it should be able to more easily switch among prey,
particularly if any one of its prey species is impacted by climate change (Laidre et al. 2008,
Silber et al. 2017). A prey specialist would likely struggle to find new sources of nourishment if
its preferred prey types are impacted by climate change and any new species that fill the vacated
niche are unsuitable.
The duration over which the stock overlaps in space and time with the prey species also impacts
the sensitivity of the stock. If a predatory stock and its forage species overlap for only a short
duration in time and space, climate impacts may create a timing/spatial mismatch and increased
vulnerability of the predator species to climate-driven impacts is expected.
Species with abundant and widespread prey are more resilient to climate impacts as the prey
species itself is likely to be more resilient to environmental changes (Morrison et al. 2015).
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While not formalized here, we encourage future iterations of this assessment to interface with
vulnerability assessments that score the vulnerability of prey species to climate change.
If a species undergoes a shift in diet between life stages or life history stages, experts score the
stage that has the most constrained diet. For dependent young, experts do not consider the time
during which a calf or pup is nursing.
Relationship to abundance: Individuals of a species with a more specialized diet are more
likely to experience declines in abundance due to climate-driven shifts in prey.
Relationship to distribution: Individuals of a species with a more specialized diet are more
likely to experience shifts in distribution due to climate-driven shifts in prey.
Relationship to phenology: Individuals of a species with a more specialized diet are more likely
to experience shifts in phenology due to climate-driven shifts in prey.
Prey/Diet Specificity Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low): Generalist; feeds on a wide range of prey types and sizes
Bin 2 (Moderate): Generalist; feeds on a limited number of prey types or sizes, but a wide
variety of species within those types
Bin 3 (High): Specialist; exhibits strong preference for one prey type for the majority of its
caloric intake, but is capable of switching prey types
Bin 4 (Very High): Specialist; reliant on one prey type, often a single genus or family, for the
majority of its caloric intake, and is unable to switch to other prey types
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A.2

Habitat Specificity

Goal: To determine the breadth of habitat used by a stock and estimate the ability of individuals
to shift habitat use under changing conditions.
Background: Marine mammals rely on biophysical features (i.e., habitat) for shelter, foraging,
resting, and breeding throughout various life stages. Species that rely on specific physical and
biological features are more likely to be sensitive to climate change (Laidre et al. 2008),
especially if the features are vulnerable to climate-driven changes (Morrison et al. 2015).
Reliance on different types of features is expected to result in different levels of sensitivity
(Silber et al. 2017).
For the purpose of this assessment, we consider three types of habitat: physical habitat expected
to be resilient to changing climate conditions, physical habitat expected to be vulnerable to
changing climate conditions, and biogenic habitat, which is expected to be vulnerable to climate
change.
Physical features such as depth, bathymetry, and rocky shorelines are expected to be resilient to
climate change and therefore would result in lower sensitivity for those species that rely on those
types of habitat. Other physical features that are more vulnerable to climate changes (e.g., sea
ice, beach topography, fronts, eddies, upwelling) will produce greater impacts to species that rely
on those types of features. We consider the physical and chemical characteristics of the water
column as habitat features, which are more dynamic than persistent geologic features.
Biogenic habitat – habitat created by or consisting of organisms or organism remains – may
undergo the greatest changes from a changing climate, as both the ecosystem engineers and
underlying physical conditions may be impacted by changing conditions (e.g., Nelson 2009,
Doney et al. 2012, Harley et al. 2012). Examples of biogenic habitat include kelp forests,
mangroves, salt marshes, coral reefs, and seagrass beds (Teck et al. 2010, Okey et al. 2015).
Thus, species that depend on biogenic habitats are likely more vulnerable to climate change.
While the presence of suitable prey plays a key role in defining a species’ habitat, we consider
the prey and diet specificity of the species in a separate attribute.
Similar to the prey/diet specificity attribute, we encourage future iterations of this assessment to
interface with vulnerability assessments that score the vulnerability of habitat to climate change.
All aspects of a stock’s life history within and outside of US waters should be considered when
scoring this attribute.
Relationship to abundance: A stock with greater habitat specificity is more likely to experience
declines in abundance due to climate-driven habitat alterations.
Relationship to distribution: A stock with greater habitat specificity is more likely to
experience shifts in distribution due to climate-driven habitat alterations.
Relationship to phenology: A stock with greater habitat specificity is more likely to experience
shifts in phenology due to climate-driven habitat alterations.
Habitat Specificity Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low): Stock exclusively utilizes physical features resilient to climate conditions
Bin 2 (Moderate): Stock utilizes a variety of features, but is not reliant on physical features
vulnerable to climate conditions and/or biogenic habitat for specific life stages
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Bin 3 (High): Stock relies on biogenic habitat or physical features vulnerable to climate
conditions for one life stage or event
Bin 4 (Very High): Stock relies on biogenic habitat or physical features vulnerable to climate
conditions for multiple life stages or events, or for any one particularly critical life stage or event

A-5

A.3

Site Fidelity

Goal: To assess the degree to which individuals utilize the same sites year after year.
Background: Site fidelity is defined as the tendency to remain in, or return to, the same site year
after year (Switzer 1993). Individuals that remain in or return to the same locations (e.g.,
breeding grounds, foraging grounds, haul-out sites) display high site fidelity. Natal philopatry is
a specific type of site fidelity in which individuals regularly return to breed at the same site
where the individual was born. If a site that individuals return to is impacted by climate change,
those individuals are expected to be impacted as well (Laidre et al. 2008). Stocks that exhibit
weak site fidelity may be better suited to adapt to changing climate conditions and increased
climate variability than stocks with strong site fidelity (Abrahms et al. 2018). Stocks with strong
site fidelity are more likely to require shifts in distribution beyond their traditional sites to adapt
to climate-driven changes that impact those sites.
Here we assess site fidelity as the precision to which individuals remain in or return to the same
geographic areas year after year. Individuals that remain in or return to a smaller, or more
precise, area (such as specific beaches, islands, or bays) exhibit a higher degree of site fidelity.
Those individuals that remain in or return to the same general region with less precision exhibit a
lower degree of site fidelity. Remaining in or returning to specific conditions (e.g., eddies,
fronts) that shift in space fits better with the habitat specificity attribute than with site fidelity.
Beyond the degree of site fidelity, the number of sites that the individuals of a stock show
fidelity toward has an impact on the sensitivity of the stock to climate change. Stocks that show a
high degree of site fidelity to a single, same site are highly sensitive to climate change. As the
proportion of individuals within a stock exhibiting high site fidelity to the same single site
increases, the sensitivity to climate change also increases. Stocks that show a high degree of site
fidelity, but the individuals of the stock show fidelity to different locations from the other
individuals, are also sensitive to climate change, but to a lesser degree than stocks with fidelity to
one or two locations. A greater number of unique sites that the stock shows fidelity toward
reduces the impact of high site fidelity on sensitivity to climate change.
All aspects of a stock’s life history within and outside of US waters should be considered when
scoring this attribute.
Relationship to abundance: A stock with greater site fidelity is more likely to experience
declines in abundance due to climate-driven changes.
Relationship to distribution: A stock with greater site fidelity is less likely to experience shifts
in distribution due to climate-driven changes.
Relationship to phenology: N/A. Site fidelity is unlikely to affect a stock’s phenology.
Site Fidelity Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low): Individuals display no site fidelity
Bin 2 (Moderate): Individuals display a low degree of site fidelity (i.e., archipelagos or
coastlines of a general region)
Bin 3 (High): Individuals display a high degree of site fidelity (i.e., specific islands or bays) for
either foraging or breeding
Bin 4 (Very High): Individuals display a high degree of site fidelity (i.e., specific islands or
bays) for both foraging and breeding
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A.4

Lifetime Reproductive Potential

Goal: To estimate the ability of an individual (and by extension, species) to produce offspring
that facilitate population growth and avoid declines in abundance.
Background: The ability of a species to recover from disturbance and to increase its abundance
depends on the ability of its individuals to reproduce and replace individuals lost to mortality
(Lande 1993). Species with lower reproductive potential would generally be expected to recover
more slowly than other stocks that are faster-maturing, breed more frequently, and/or produce
larger “litters.”
The reproductive potential of an individual marine mammal is influenced by how frequently it
can reproduce and for how long it can remain reproductively active, effectively describing how
many times it can reproduce. The characteristics and processes that determine the number of
offspring that an individual produces over its lifetime are described by metrics such as
reproductive lifespan and reproductive interval. Litter size also affects lifetime reproductive
potential, but, in almost all circumstances, marine mammals have just one offspring per
reproductive event.
The reproductive lifespan of an individual is the difference between age at sexual maturity/first
reproduction and age at last reproduction. All other factors being equal, individuals with a longer
reproductive lifetime will produce more offspring and would be expected to be less sensitive to
climate change.
Reproductive interval is the time between offspring births, and is also called the interbirth
interval. All other factors being equal, individuals with a shorter reproductive interval will
produce more offspring and would be expected to be less sensitive to climate change.
Relationship to abundance: A stock with greater lifetime reproductive potential is less likely to
experience declines in abundance due to climate-driven changes.
Relationship to distribution: N/A. Range expansion, contraction, or shift may occur based on
population sizes, which are mediated by reproductive potential. Therefore, the relationship
between this attribute and distribution is secondary or unrelated. Changes in distribution are
considered with the species abundance attribute rather than here.
Relationship to phenology: N/A. Shifts in the timing of life history events may occur based on
population sizes, which are mediated by reproductive potential. Therefore, the relationship
between this attribute and phenology is secondary. Changes in phenology are considered with the
species abundance attribute rather than here.
Lifetime Reproductive Potential Scoring:

Female
Reproductive
Interval

≤ 2 yr
2 yr < x ≤3 yr
3 yr < x ≤ 4 yr
>4 yr

≥ 25 yr
Bin 1
Bin 1
Bin 1
Bin 2

Female Reproductive Lifespan
20 yr ≤ x < 25 yr 15 yr ≤ x < 20 yr
Bin 1
Bin 1
Bin 2
Bin 2
Bin 2
Bin 3
Bin 3
Bin 4
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< 15 yr
Bin 2
Bin 3
Bin 4
Bin 4

A.5

Generation Length

Goal: To estimate the time between generations in a stock that facilitates the potential for
evolutionary adaptation.
Background: Generation length represents the age at which an individual has achieved half of
its reproductive potential (Pacifici et al. 2013) and has been defined as the average age of parents
of the current cohort (Taylor et al. 2007, IUCN 2012).
All other factors being equal, individuals with a shorter generation length will produce offspring
more rapidly and would be expected to be less sensitive to climate change. Short generation
lengths provide greater opportunity for genetic adaptation than long generation lengths (Pearson
et al. 2014, Nogués-Bravo et al. 2018). While marine mammal stocks have considerably longer
generation lengths compared to viruses, bacteria, and insects, the rate of climate change may be
fast enough for variable adaptation among marine mammal stocks.
A species with a longer generation length may be able to delay reproductive activities until
favorable conditions occur (Pearson et al. 2014), but runs the risk of reproducing at too slow of a
rate to maintain a viable population.
Although similarities exist between the ‘generation length’ attribute and the ‘lifetime
reproductive potential’ attribute, they remain separate. The ‘generation length’ attribute more
closely tracks with a species’ ability to undergo evolutionary adaptation relative to the timescale
of climate change while ‘lifetime reproductive potential’ represents the ability to produce
offspring.
Relationship to abundance: A stock with a longer generation length is more likely to
experience declines in abundance due to climate-driven changes.
Relationship to distribution: N/A. Range expansion, contraction, or shift may occur based on
population sizes, which are mediated by generation length. Therefore, the relationship between
this attribute and distribution is secondary or unrelated. Changes in distribution are considered
with the species abundance attribute rather than here.
Relationship to phenology: N/A. Shifts in the timing of life history events may occur based on
population sizes, which are mediated by generation length. Therefore, the relationship between
this attribute and phenology is secondary. Changes in phenology are considered with the species
abundance attribute rather than here.
Generation Length Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low): < 10 years
Bin 2 (Moderate): 10 years ≤ x < 20 years
Bin 3 (High): 20 years ≤ x <30 years
Bin 4 (Very High): ≥ 30 years
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A.6

Reproductive Plasticity

Goal: To estimate the ability of a stock to adapt aspects of its reproductive strategy to changing
conditions.
Background: Marine mammals exhibit a variety of reproductive strategies, systems, and
patterns. Reproductive activities and events in which marine mammal species engage include
mating, gestation, pupping/calving, nursing (lactation), and weaning. Reproductive activities are
often associated with particular times of year, habitats, and geographic locations and are
characterized by behavioral or physiological traits (see Fedak et al. 2018). Those species for
which reproductive events are highly correlated with a specific time frame, habitat, behavioral
trait, physical trait, or geographic location are expected to be more sensitive to changes in
environmental conditions, while those species with reproductive events that are loosely
correlated to time frames, habitats, behavioral traits, physical traits, or geographic locations are
expected to be more adaptable (Morrison et al. 2015).
Species for which multiple reproductive activities are highly correlated with time frames,
habitats, or locations (e.g., ice seals requiring ice for pupping and nursing; mysticetes with
consistent breeding locations and seasons) would be more sensitive compared to species for
which fewer reproductive activities are correlated with time frames, habitats, or locations (e.g.,
odontocetes).
The proportion of the species that uses habitat at a specific location and given timeframe
compounds the magnitude of influence of this attribute. A species that has a majority of its
individuals utilizing a discrete location within its range concurrently for reproductive activities is
more sensitive compared to a species using a breeding habitat over broader spatial and temporal
scales. For the purposes of this attribute, “location” refers to a small portion of the overall stock
distribution and includes features such as bays or island complexes and smaller geographic
features within the distribution.
A species that can shift reproductive events to track environmental variables in time and space is
better able to adapt. Reproductive activities that occur over shorter durations or that are highly
synchronized between individuals are more susceptible to being disrupted by environmental
changes than those for which reproductive activities are more spread out in time over the course
of a year. Reproductive activities that occur at specific locations are more susceptible to being
disrupted by environmental changes than those that are spread out geographically.
Breeding for some species is constrained by ephemeral (e.g., sea ice) or space-limited habitat
(e.g., islands). Some species exhibit a seasonal-specific behavior or physical trait that entails
significant metabolic or time preparation requirements for successful mating, birth, or nursing
(e.g., blubber stores of elephant seals to remain onshore defending territory or of migratory
baleen whales to fast while nursing young on calving grounds).
Other aspects of reproductive plasticity include shifts in life history strategies (e.g., breeding
earlier in life when environmental conditions are good, investing more in survival rather than
reproduction when environmental conditions are bad), or changes to the mating system structure
(e.g., monogamy vs polygamy). These aspects of the reproductive strategy may change in
response to climate change, but are beyond the scope of this assessment.
Relationship to abundance: A stock with greater reproductive plasticity is less likely to
experience declines in abundance due to climate-driven changes.
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Relationship to distribution: A stock with greater reproductive plasticity is more likely to
experience shifts in distribution due to climate-driven changes.
Relationship to phenology: A stock with greater reproductive plasticity is more likely to
experience shifts in phenology due to climate-driven changes.
Reproductive Plasticity Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low): Reproduction of the stock is described by all of the following:
a) pupping/calving season is 4 months or longer;
b) mating and pupping/calving do not require ephemeral or space-limited habitat;
c) less than half of the stock mates or gives birth in the same location; and
d) a seasonal-specific behavior or physical trait entailing significant metabolic or time
preparation is not required for successful mating, birth, or nursing
Bin 2 (Moderate): Reproduction of the stock is described by all of the following:
a) pupping/calving season is greater than 1 month but less than 4 months; and
b) more than half of the stock mates or gives birth in the same location
Bin 3 (High): Reproduction of the stock is described by only one of the following:
a) pupping/calving season is 1 month or less;
b) mating or pupping/calving requires ephemeral or space-limited habitat;
c) entire stock mates or gives birth in the same location; or
d) a seasonal-specific behavior or physical trait entailing significant metabolic or time
preparation is required for successful mating, birth, or nursing
Bin 4 (Very High): Reproduction of the stock is described by more than one of the following:
a) pupping/calving season is 1 month or less;
b) mating or pupping/calving requires ephemeral or space-limited habitat;
c) entire stock mates or gives birth in the same location; or
d) a seasonal-specific behavior or physical trait entailing significant metabolic or time
preparation is required for successful mating, birth, or nursing
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A.7

Migration

Goal: To estimate the migratory behaviors, patterns, and pathways of a stock
Background: The impact of migration on a species’ or population’s sensitivity and vulnerability
to climate change is likely the most difficult to characterize of the attributes we assess. Other
frameworks considered migration as a factor contributing to climate sensitivity and/or adaptive
capacity for various reasons. We considered the approaches and rationale other assessments used
for migration and found that many aspects are covered by other attributes and components of our
method.
Migration is characterized by regular, repeated, long-distance linear movement (Dingle 1996,
Stern and Friedlaender 2018) such as between breeding and foraging grounds. Migratory species
are often seeking specific conditions or abandoning areas that become unsuitable for parts of the
year. Species may engage in annual or seasonal migrations. Dingle and Drake (2007) define
annual migrations as round-trip movements synchronized with a yearly pattern and seasonal
migrations as the individual stages of those annual patterns. Here, we consider seasonal
migrations more closely defined as what Dingle and Drake (2007) refer to as “commuting,”
movements between discrete areas on a more frequent basis than annual migrations.
Migratory species are often considered to be more vulnerable to climate change due to a specific
temporal or seasonal reliance on a certain habitat (Laidre et al. 2008, ZSL 2010). The reliance on
specific habitat (see Habitat Specificity) or specific sites (see Site Fidelity) is considered
elsewhere in this assessment, but the temporal aspect and potential for mismatches between the
migrant and habitat conditions remain important (Laidre et al. 2008, Chin et al. 2010, Gardali et
al. 2012, Pecl et al. 2014, Sousa et al. 2019). Environmental cues play a greater role in the life
history of migratory species than non-migratory species, therefore making migratory species
more sensitive to climate-driven shifts in phenology. However, climate-driven shifts in the
phenology of predators and/or prey may have cascading effects on both migratory and nonmigratory species.
Some frameworks only assessed part of a species’ range and used the migration attribute to
account for potential impacts in other regions (e.g., Chin et al. 2010, Bagne et al. 2011).
Migratory species may experience varying levels of climate change across their ranges thereby
compounding their exposure to climate change. Here we consider the entire annual range of the
species and therefore do not need to use a proxy for areas outside of the scope of the assessment.
Those potential changes outside the scope of other assessments are explicitly considered in the
exposure score of this assessment.
Several frameworks use migration as a proxy for dispersal ability (e.g., Gardali et al. 2012, ZSL
2010). While we also consider the home range of individuals of a species (see Home Range), the
fact that a species undergoes a long distance migration and the diversity of the pathways the
species uses within and between years confer a degree of adaptive capacity. Climate-driven
impacts to a migratory pathway could have devastating effects on a species that relies solely on
that pathway, while a species that utilizes a variety of pathways would see a reduced impact on
the overall population.
Finally, migratory species may be able to escape unfavorable conditions and find new habitat
more easily than non-migratory species. While most marine mammals are highly mobile and
A-11

capable of traveling long distances, migratory species tend to engage in behavior that would
encourage the discovery of new suitable areas.
All aspects of a stock’s life history within and outside of US waters should be considered when
scoring this attribute.
Relationship to abundance: N/A. A clear and consistent directional relationship between
migratory behavior and abundance was not established.
Relationship to distribution: Migratory species are more likely to experience shifts in
distribution than non-migratory species.
Relationship to phenology: Migratory species are more likely to experience shifts in phenology
than non-migratory species.
Migration Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low): Annual migration; multiple migratory pathways
Bin 2 (Moderate): Annual migration; single migratory pathway
Bin 3 (High): Seasonal migration
Bin 4 (Very High): No migration; local movement only
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A.8

Home Range

Goal: To estimate the spatial extent of individuals within a stock.
Background:
The home range of an individual includes the areas regularly visited to forage, breed, and care
for young (Burt 1943). Home range differs between individuals of a species and is generally
smaller than the geographic extent of the species. Species that have a broad home range can
escape unfavorable conditions and find new habitat more easily than species with a narrow home
range. The new habitat may be used for a multitude of life history stages that have direct
implications on abundance such as breeding, calving/pupping, and foraging.
Other frameworks use discrete areal extents (Thomas et al. 2011, Pecl et al. 2014), latitudinal
(Chin et al. 2010, Stortini et al. 2015), or longitudinal (Laidre et al. 2008) extents to describe the
geographic extent of a population. We use broader terms similar to Sousa et al. (2019) to define
the home range of individuals to gain a sense of their potential connectivity with other suitable
habitat.
Considering that marine mammals are long-lived, highly mobile species, the home range of the
individual is more important than geographic extent of the stock for the time frame considered in
this assessment.
All aspects of a stock’s life history within and outside of US waters should be considered when
scoring this attribute.
Relationship to abundance: A stock consisting of individuals with large home ranges is less
likely to experience declines in abundance due to climate-driven changes.
Relationship to distribution: A stock consisting of individuals with small home ranges is more
likely to experience shifts in distribution due to climate-driven changes.
Relationship to phenology: N/A.
Home Range Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low): Individuals’ home ranges are broad (e.g., include much of an ocean basin)
Bin 2 (Moderate): Individuals’ home ranges are moderate to large (e.g., spend the majority of
time along coasts, within continental shelf waters, or along the continental slope, but may utilize
deeper waters)
Bin 3 (High): Individuals typically remain in bays or archipelagos and seldom travel farther but
could if needed
Bin 4 (Very High): Individuals’ home ranges are relatively small (e.g., confined to bays or
archipelagos) and are limited from traveling farther by a combination of geographic features,
physical capabilities, and behaviors
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A.9

Stock Abundance

Goal: To estimate a stock’s current abundance
Background: Smaller population sizes have an implied reduced genetic diversity (Frankham
1996), reduced behavioral and cultural diversity (Whitehead et al. 2004), experience more
demographic stochasticity (Purvis et al. 2000), and are generally at greater extinction risk (Purvis
et al. 2000). Greater diversity (genetic, behavioral, cultural, etc.) confers a greater ability to adapt
to changing conditions (Morrison et al. 2015). Larger populations are better poised to colonize
new areas or re-establish in formerly occupied extirpated areas (Laidre et al. 2008) and buffer
inter-annual variability in population size through potentially smaller percentage declines in
species abundance when experiencing a disturbance.
Other frameworks use a wide variety of population size values to determine climate sensitivity
for marine mammals (Laidre et al. 2008, Sousa et al. 2019). Laidre et al. (2008) considered the
worldwide abundance of the species. We take a stock-centric approach and only consider the
abundance of the stock being scored. We established our bins by considering ESA downlisting
criteria, ESA delisting criteria, and International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN)
red list criteria and setting bin breaks as order of magnitude differences in population size.
For stocks that have a high degree of uncertainty surrounding abundance values, experts should
consider sampling methods, sampling frequency, and historical abundances when scoring.
Relationship to abundance: A stock with high abundance is less likely to experience declines in
abundance due to climate-driven changes
Relationship to distribution: A stock with high abundance is less likely to experience large
relative shifts in distribution due to climate-driven changes
Relationship to phenology: A stock with high abundance is less likely to experience large
relative shifts in phenology due to climate-driven changes
Stock Abundance Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low): Stock comprises > 10,000 individuals
Bin 2 (Moderate): Stock comprises 1,001-10,000 individuals
Bin 3 (High): Stock comprises 101-1,000 individuals
Bin 4 (Very High): Stock comprises < 100 individuals
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A.10

Stock Abundance Trend

Goal: To identify the trend of a stock’s abundance through time
Background: Stocks with declining abundance have a reduced ability to recover from
disturbances and are more likely to be sensitive to climate change. Climate change would likely
place additional stress on already declining stocks, unless that change was favorable. The
“Framework for Categorizing the Relative Vulnerability of Threatened and Endangered Species
to Climate Change” (Galbraith and Price 2009) assesses population size reduction over a 10-year
or three-generation period, derived from one of the criteria used to determine the IUCN red list
status (IUCN 2012). Here, we follow the model of Thomas et al. (2011) to establish scoring bins.
Thomas et al. (2011) use a criterion of 7.5% rate of decline to differentiate between ‘declining’
and ‘rapidly declining’. We realize that such precision is not available for many marine mammal
stocks and simply use that figure as a guideline for distinguishing between declining and rapidly
declining abundances. We acknowledge that in the Stock Assessment Reports (SARs) of many
species, the trend is unknown. In these circumstances, we anticipate experts will use professional
opinion and encourage the use of other published trend papers.
Relationship to abundance: A stock with a rapidly declining abundance is more likely to
experience declines in abundance due to climate-driven changes
Relationship to distribution: A stock with a rapidly declining abundance is more likely to
experience shifts in distribution due to climate-driven changes
Relationship to phenology: A stock with a rapidly declining abundance is more likely to
experience shifts in phenology due to climate-driven changes
Stock Abundance Trend Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low): Increasing abundance trend over past 10-year period
Bin 2 (Moderate): Stable abundance trend over past 10-year period
Bin 3 (High): Declining abundance trend over past 10-year period
Bin 4 (Very High): Rapidly declining abundance trend over past 10-year period
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A.11

Cumulative Stressors

Goal: To estimate the level to which a stock is impacted by non-climate stressors.
Background: Climate change is expected to exacerbate other stressors that already impact
marine mammals. Non-climate stressors are interactions experienced by individuals that reduce
fitness.
Species that experience stress from non-climate sources (such as disease, direct and indirect
anthropogenic effects, and natural interactions such as competition and predation) will be at a
reduced capacity to adapt to climate change (Staudt et al. 2013, Morrison et al. 2015, Sousa et al.
2019). The magnitude of impact experienced by additional stressors will vary by species and
region (NASEM 2017).
Many of the stressors that stocks experience may be exacerbated or modified by climate change.
Anticipating the degree to which these stressors may react under climate change and the ensuing
impact to marine mammals is challenging and beyond the scope of this assessment. Here, we
assess the degree to which stocks are currently affected by additional, non-climate stressors.
While any level of a stressor can result in negative impacts on a stock, for the purposes of this
assessment experts are guided to consider a stressor as anything that accounts for roughly 10% or
greater of annual mortality or has sublethal impacts on at least half of the population.
Examples of non-climatic additional stressors include:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Bycatch or competition with fisheries
Vessel-strike
Habitat degradation and modification not due to climate change
Disease, parasites, and harmful algal bloom exposure not due to climate change
Sound/noise
Predation
Pollutants/toxins
Marine debris
Ecotourism

Relationship to abundance: A stock that currently experiences many non-climate stressors is
more likely to experience declines in abundance due to climate-driven changes.
Relationship to distribution: A stock that currently experiences many non-climate stressors is
more likely to experience shifts in distribution due to climate-driven changes.
Relationship to phenology: A stock that currently experiences many non-climate stressors is
more likely to experience shifts in phenology due to climate-driven changes.
Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low): Stock currently experiences 1 or fewer additional stressors
Bin 2 (Moderate): Stock currently experiences 2 or 3 additional stressors
Bin 3 (High): Stock currently experiences 4 or 5 additional stressors
Bin 4 (Very High): Stock currently experiences greater than 5 additional stressors or has one
additional stressor that accounts for more than half of annual mortality
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A.12

Attributes considered but omitted

During the development of this framework, a number of potential attributes were considered to
score sensitivity and adaptive capacity. We list those that were considered but ultimately omitted
from the framework such that future iterations may include these attributes if appropriate. Many
of these attributes were omitted because of a lack of available information or a lack of
meaningful differentiation in how the attribute would score between species and populations.
Prey availability
Predictability of prey in time and space is an important consideration. Decreased predictability
would increase sensitivity, making it important to consider search strategies. The attribute is not
intrinsic to the subject species and would require data on all prey species.
The availability of other prey species of roughly equivalent energetic/nutrient composition adds a
layer of complexity. If a species is capable of foraging on other species but none are available, or
only those of considerably deficient nutrient or energetic content, the species would be more
sensitive to climate impacts. Similarly, if the traditionally targeted prey consists of fewer but
larger prey items and can only be replaced by smaller prey, additional or different pressures to
capture more prey items may come at a higher cost to the predator in time, energy, or risk of
predation. The availability of prey and the relative availability of comparable alternative prey are
important considerations but beyond the scope of this attribute and therefore not included in the
scoring.
Population trend of prey
Species that forage on prey with high variability in abundance may have relatively high
sensitivity to climate change. The attribute is not intrinsic to the subject species and would
require data on all prey species.
Distribution trend of prey
Species that forage on prey with high variability in distribution may have relatively high
sensitivity to climate change. The attribute is not intrinsic to the subject species and would
require data on all prey species.
Mean Trophic Level
The primary productivity required to sustain a population can be estimated and may be an
indicator of sensitivity. While a species that feeds on high trophic levels (e.g., other marine
mammals and fish) would likely have a different sensitivity than a species that feeds on a lower
trophic level (e.g., krill), we struggled to formalize the relationship between trophic level and
sensitivity. This attribute was determined to be similar to the more easily measured and qualified
metric of ‘prey/diet specificity.’
Influences of changes in trophic web
Climate change could lengthen or shorten the food chain, resulting in changing amounts of
energy available at the apex levels. Other assessments (see NatureServe’s CCVI4) include
interspecific interactions but the attribute was deemed too complex for this application.

4

http://www.natureserve.org/conservation-tools/climate-change-vulnerability-index
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Social Structure
Social structure is a significant component of delphinid ecology. Strong social systems are key to
their resilience and adaptive capacity. We could not operationalize a metric for this attribute and
encourage further examination in future iterations of the vulnerability assessment.
Complexity in reproductive strategy
Species with highly complex reproductive strategies are more likely to have at least one aspect of
the strategy impacted by climate change. A lack of variability among taxa rendered this attribute
impractical.
Environmental variable(s) as a phenological cue for breeding
The triggers/cues for many species are likely unknown. As more data become available, this
attribute could be reconsidered.
Early Life History Survival Requirements
This attribute was considered too correlated with other attributes, particularly habitat sensitivity
and reproductive plasticity.
Physiological Tolerances
This attribute was considered too general and overlapping with other attributes. Marine
mammals generally have broad tolerances, with calves serving as the main exception.
Sensitivity to Temperature
This attribute was seen overlapping with ‘physiological tolerances’ and less applicable to marine
mammals than to sea turtles.
Sensitivity to Ocean Acidification
Experts could not recall studies determining whether marine mammals are sensitive to the pH of
their waters, though the experts suspected marine mammals and sea turtles have few direct
impacts from ocean acidification. Marine mammals and sea turtles are assumed to be tolerant, or
at least more tolerant than their prey.
Proximity to limit of thermal tolerance
Separating species physiological tolerance from prey tolerance is difficult, at least in terms of
proximity to a threshold.
Spatial availability of unoccupied habitat for most critical life stage
This attribute most applies for species recovering from past declines with the potential for
recovering populations to recolonize historical areas where they were previously extirpated or to
colonize new areas beyond historical ranges. Most populations are not at their carrying capacity,
suggesting there is unoccupied habitat. This attribute is not intrinsic to the species and would be
difficult to quantify.
Genetic Diversity
Generally, the more genetically diverse the species, the less sensitive the species is to ecosystem
perturbations. Sufficient data likely exist for some marine mammals since genetics is a primary
tool for identifying stock structure and delineating stocks, but consistency and availability across
species is problematic. We encourage future iterations of this assessment to consider
incorporating this attribute.

A-18

Temporal mismatches of life-cycle events
This attribute has been incorporated into other attributes through the use of the phenology
response category.
RMax
Initially included due to its availability for all species/stocks, this attribute was removed because
it was presented as a default value for many species/stocks and did not provide meaningful
differentiation between species/stocks. Stocks that are more productive typically exhibit greater
resilience to disturbances and long-term changes in environmental conditions (Lande 1993, Pecl
et al. 2014, Morrison et al. 2015).
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B.1

Sea Surface Temperature

Background: Sea surface temperature (SST) is measured using a variety of methods and
corresponding depths. For the purpose of this assessment, SST refers to the temperature of the
upper water column, or the mixed layer. Marine mammals necessarily exist in this depth zone to
facilitate breathing, though some spend considerable time foraging at deeper depths. Species
distributions have been correlated with SST for both cetaceans and pinnipeds (e.g., Sydeman and
Allen 2006, MacLeod 2009). Prey abundance and distribution also have been correlated with
SST (Rutherford et al. 1999).
Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low):
Bin 2 (Moderate):
Bin 3 (High):
Bin 4 (Very
High):

Projected mean vs historical variance
|x| < 0.5 std dev
0.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 1.5 std dev
1.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 2.0 std dev
|x| ≥ 2.0 std dev

B-2

Projected change in variability
<1.15
1.15 ≤ x <1.54
1.54 ≤ x < 1.78
≥ 1.78

(source: Earth Systems Research Laboratory 2014)
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B.2

Air Temperature

Background: Near-surface air temperature has been shown to have physiological impacts on
some marine mammals (Castellini 2018). Pinnipeds utilize differences between water
temperature and air temperature for thermoregulatory processes (White and Odell 1971, Odell
1974, Whittow 1978, Twiss et al. 2002, Khamas et al. 2012). Similar physiological impacts of air
temperature on cetaceans have not been observed (e.g., Meagher et al. 2002, Barbieri et al.
2010). Air temperature can also serve as a valuable proxy for water temperature in estuaries and
shallow coastal areas that are typically not resolved by projections of sea surface temperature
(Roelofs and Bumpus 1953, Hare and Able 2007, Hare et al. 2010, Galbraith et al. 2012).
Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low):
Bin 2 (Moderate):
Bin 3 (High):
Bin 4 (Very High):

Projected mean vs historical variance
|x| < 0.5 std dev
0.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 1.5 std dev
1.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 2.0 std dev
|x| ≥ 2.0 std dev

B-4

Projected change in variability
<1.15
1.15 ≤ x <1.54
1.54 ≤ x < 1.78
≥ 1.78

(source: Earth Systems Research Laboratory 2014)
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B.3

Precipitation

Background: Precipitation affects surface salinity both in the open ocean and coastal areas.
Precipitation is not expected to have a direct physiological impact on marine mammals, though
changes in salinity (measured elsewhere in this assessment) may impact certain stocks.
Precipitation, along with the ensuing runoff, serves as a delivery mechanism for pollutants and
debris from land-based sources, particularly in coastal areas. Additionally, precipitation changes
outside of estuarine and coastal stock distributions may have profound impacts on those stocks,
depending on the size and development of the watershed that feeds the estuary or coastal region.
Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low):
Bin 2 (Moderate):
Bin 3 (High):
Bin 4 (Very High):

Projected mean vs historical variance
|x| < 0.5 std dev
0.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 1.5 std dev
1.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 2.0 std dev
|x| ≥ 2.0 std dev

B-6

Projected change in variability
<1.15
1.15 ≤ x <1.54
1.54 ≤ x < 1.78
≥ 1.78

(source: Earth Systems Research Laboratory 2014)
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B.4

Salinity

Background: Surface salinity is a dynamic property that affects ocean circulation. Prolonged
exposure of dolphins to lower salinity waters has been shown to result in skin lesions (Mullin et
al. 2015) and affect biochemistry (Ewing et al. 2017). Salinity influences marine mammal prey
species (Learmonth et al. 2006). Many of the bay, sound, and estuary stocks have distributions
that are smaller than the climate models can resolve, and changes in precipitation may better
represent the exposure to changes in salinity for those areas.
Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low):
Bin 2 (Moderate):
Bin 3 (High):
Bin 4 (Very High):

Projected mean vs historical variance
|x| < 0.5 std dev
0.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 1.5 std dev
1.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 2.0 std dev
|x| ≥ 2.0 std dev

B-8

Projected change in variability
<1.15
1.15 ≤ x <1.54
1.54 ≤ x < 1.78
≥ 1.78

(source: Earth Systems Research Laboratory 2014)
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B.5

Ocean Acidification

Background: Ocean acidification refers to the decreasing of the ocean’s pH through chemical
reactions resulting from increased atmospheric carbon dioxide. While no direct physiological
effects of pH have been documented for marine mammals, changes in pH have been shown to
impact habitats (e.g., coral reefs) and prey species (Learmonth et al. 2006). More acidic water
allows low-frequency sound to travel farther, which may interfere with the acoustic habitat of
marine mammals (Hester et al. 2008, Brewer and Hester 2009, Ilyina et al. 2010).
Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low):
Bin 2 (Moderate):
Bin 3 (High):
Bin 4 (Very High):

Projected mean vs historical variance
|x| < 0.5 std dev
0.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 1.5 std dev
1.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 2.0 std dev
|x| ≥ 2.0 std dev

B-10

Projected change in variability
<1.15
1.15 ≤ x <1.54
1.54 ≤ x < 1.78
≥ 1.78

(source: Earth Systems Research Laboratory 2014)
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B.6

Sea Ice Cover

Background: Sea ice cover is the percent of sea surface covered by any type of ice. Carnivora
species have been shown to use ice for hunting, resting, and breeding (Moore 2009). Cetacean
species have been observed foraging along ice fronts (Asselin et al. 2012). Areas in which sea ice
is not found should be scored in Bin 1.
Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low):
Bin 2 (Moderate):
Bin 3 (High):
Bin 4 (Very
High):

Projected mean vs historical variance
|x| < 0.5 std dev
0.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 1.5 std dev
1.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 2.0 std dev
|x| ≥ 2.0 std dev
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Projected change in variability
<1.15
1.15 ≤ x <1.54
1.54 ≤ x < 1.78
≥ 1.78

(source: Earth Systems Research Laboratory 2014)
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B.7

Dissolved Oxygen

Background: Dissolved oxygen in the surface water varies with temperature, utilization, and
stratification (Matear et al. 2000, Bopp et al. 2002, Keeling and Garcia 2002, Matear and Hirst
2003, Keeling et al. 2010). Eutrophication in coastal waters drives oxygen utilization, resulting
in hypoxic and anoxic conditions, with notable examples in the northern Gulf of Mexico
(Rabalais et al. 2010, Zhang et al. 2010). While no physiological effects of dissolved oxygen
have been observed for marine mammals, changes in dissolved oxygen impact prey species
(Townhill et al. 2017).
Many marine mammal species feed at considerable depth below the surface layer, but we were
unable to obtain spatial projections of dissolved oxygen at depth. Oxygen minimum zones
typically occur at depths of 400 to 1200m (Keeling et al. 2010) and studies suggest that dissolved
oxygen may decline in deep regions of the North Atlantic as a result of decreased North Atlantic
Deep Water formation (Plattner et al. 2001, Frӧlicher et al. 2009, Keeling et al. 2010).
Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low):
Bin 2 (Moderate):
Bin 3 (High):
Bin 4 (Very
High):

Projected mean vs historical variance
|x| < 0.5 std dev
0.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 1.5 std dev

Projected change in variability
<1.15
1.15 ≤ x <1.54

1.5 std dev ≤ |x| < 2.0 std dev
|x| ≥ 2.0 std dev

1.54 ≤ x < 1.78
≥ 1.78
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(source: Earth Systems Research Laboratory 2014)
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B.8

Circulation

Background: Circulation refers to the movement of water masses. It occurs on the scale from
major currents to estuarine mixing and includes processes such as upwelling, Ekman transport,
and eddies. Changes in circulation are difficult to project, and therefore we use a qualitative
approach modeled after Morrison et al. (2015) and Hare et al. (2016).
Boundary currents are the eastern and western branches of subtropical gyres. Western boundary
currents such as the Gulf Stream are characterized by fast ocean velocities and sharp sea surface
temperature (SST) fronts (Yang et al. 2016). Globally, western boundary currents are expected to
strengthen under climate change. However, the Gulf Stream is expected to weaken due to a
weakening Atlantic Meridional Overturning Circulation (Caesar et al. 2018). Within the Gulf of
Mexico, the Loop Current is also expected to weaken during the 21st century (Liu et al. 2012,
Liu et al. 2015). Despite these anticipated changes in intensity, the natural variations of boundary
currents might conceal the effects of climate change (Yang et al. 2016).
Eastern boundary currents and the associated upwelling ecosystems are characterized by high
productivity, high nutrient levels, and cool water.
Mesoscale processes such as eddies and fronts will be impacted by any changes in boundary
currents. These processes are more dynamic and less persistent than boundary current circulation
and as such may be more susceptible to more dramatic changes. These processes occur on a
spatial scale smaller than the global circulation models can currently resolve (Oey et al. 2005)
and requires downscaled models to project. A weakened Loop Current in the Gulf of Mexico
would shed weaker, shallower, and cooler eddies (Liu et al. 2012, Liu et al. 2015).
Finer scale and local processes such as estuarine and event-driven circulation may be subject to
even greater changes, as the number of driving forces multiplies. Estuarine circulation is driven
by both riverine and tidal forces. While astronomical tides are expected to undergo minimal
change, other forces that affect tides such as sea surface height and prevailing winds may affect
tides. Riverine discharge is expected to change in many areas as precipitation patterns change. In
the Gulf of Mexico, an increase in Mississippi river discharge (Tao et al. 2014) may alter
circulation patterns, which already exhibit complex interactions between river discharge and
mesoscale circulation features (Walker et al. 2005, Luo et al. 2016, Barkan et al. 2017).
Changes in storms such as hurricanes are difficult to project (Knutson et al. 2010, Kirtman et al.
2013, Maloney et al. 2014, Walsh et al. 2015, Walsh et al. 2016) and, despite their importance
for local and regional circulation, we do not consider it in our assessment.
In areas where multiple types of circulation overlap (e.g., tidal currents and estuarine circulation,
or eddies and boundary currents), consider the predominant forcing and the type of circulation
that the stock is most interacting with. For example, in estuaries, consider the relative importance
of river flow and tidal signal. For stocks that interact with both eddies and boundary currents,
consider which features they interact with more frequently and for what purposes.
Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low):
Bin 2
(Moderate):

Stock distribution overlaps almost exclusively with large boundary currents or tidal currents
Majority of stock distribution overlaps with large boundary currents or tidal currents. Stock may
also interact with mesoscale features such as fronts or eddies.
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Bin 3 (High):

Bin 4 (Very
High):

Majority of stock distribution overlaps with currents that are expected to have a high magnitude
of change such as estuarine circulation, nearshore density currents, and/or wind driven currents.
Stock may also interact with mesoscale features such as fronts or eddies.
Stock distribution overlaps almost exclusively with currents that are expected to have a high
magnitude of change such as estuarine circulation, nearshore density currents, and/or wind
driven currents.

B-17

B.9

Sea Level Rise

Background: Sea level rise refers to the relative change in sea level and has both a local and a
global component. Sea level rise comprises thermal expansion of sea water, addition of water
volume from melting of land-based glaciers, and local changes in land elevation due to processes
such as subsidence and isostatic rebound. Sea level rise can effectively eliminate some shoreline
habitat over time and has the potential to exacerbate coastal flooding during storms and spring
tides. While direct effects of sea level rise are more pronounced for inshore and intertidal areas,
coastal stocks that utilize waters over the continental shelf may also experience impacts from sea
level rise, particularly in shallower areas. Those stocks that are trophically linked to estuary,
wetland, seagrass, or beach habitat may also experience indirect effects from sea level rise.
A hybrid quantitative-qualitative approach adopted from the Fish Stock Climate Vulnerability
Assessment (Morrison et al. 2015, Hare et al. 2016) is used for this attribute to account for stocks
that will experience sea level rise but not in a functionally relevant manner (e.g., open ocean
stocks). We modify the approach of the Fish Stock Climate Vulnerability Assessment (Morrison
et al. 2015, Hare et al. 2016) to include finer resolution for low and moderate exposure and
convert the units to match available sea level rise projections (Sweet et al. 2017).
To score this exposure factor, first consider whether the stock will experience sea level rise in a
relevant manner. Stocks that use wetlands, seagrass beds, beaches, and/or estuaries are expected
to experience direct effects of sea level rise and should be scored in Bin 3 or Bin 4 based on the
degree of projected sea level rise within their range. Stocks with coastal distributions and in
waters over the continental shelf are expected to experience diluted direct effects of sea level rise
that decrease with depth. However, these coastal stocks may be trophically linked to wetland,
seagrass, or estuarine habitat and may experience shifts in available habitat from a changing
coastline. Generally, coastal stocks will align with Bin 2. Offshore and open ocean stocks are not
expected to directly experience the effects of sea level rise, though they may have trophic
linkages to wetland, seagrass, or estuarine habitat. Generally, offshore stocks will align with Bin
1.
Scoring:
Bin 1 (Low):
Bin 2 (Moderate):
Bin 3 (High):

Bin 4 (Very High):

Stock is found generally in deeper water beyond the continental shelf
Stock is generally coastal or found in continental shelf waters
Stock relies on wetland, seagrass, beach, or estuary habitat for one or more life stage
and the change in regional sea level within their range is expected to increase less than 7
mm yr-1 by 2050
Stock relies on wetland, seagrass, beach, or estuary habitat for one or more life stage
and regional sea level within their range is expected to increase greater than or equal to
7 mm yr-1 by 2050
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Appendix C

Sample Scoring

We show sample exposure scores (Table C1) and sensitivity scores (Table C2) for a hypothetical
stock. Here we highlight the process of calculating the weighted means, the component scores,
the overall vulnerability score, and the response category scores.
Attribute and Factor Weighted Means (section 2.4.1)
Weighted means are calculated for each Sensitivity/Adaptive Capacity Attribute and each
Exposure Factor. The weighted means are calculated by multiplying the number of tallies in each
bin by the bin number (number of tallies in Bin 1 times 1, number of tallies in Bin 2 times 2,
number of tallies in Bin 3 times 3, number of tallies in Bin 4 times 4) and then dividing by the
total number of tallies for that attribute or factor. The value of these weighted means ranges from
1.0 to 4.0.
Component Scores (section 2.4.2)
Exposure and Sensitivity component scores are calculated using the Attribute and Factor
Weighted Means from above and the component score logic model from Table 4 in section 2.4.2.
Sea Surface Temperature mean, Air Temperature mean, Precipitation mean, and Ocean pH
weighted means are all above 3.5. The Exposure Component score is therefore Very High (4).
No Sensitivity/Adaptive Capacity attribute weighted means are greater than 3.5. Prey/Diet
Specificity and Reproductive Plasticity both have weighted means greater than or equal to 3.0.
The Sensitivity/Adaptive Capacity Component score is therefore High (3).
Component score logic model (see section 2.4.2 and Table 4)
Component Score
Very High (4)

Criteria
3 or more attribute or factor mean scores ≥ 3.5

High (3)

2 or more attribute or factor mean scores ≥ 3.0, but does
not meet threshold for “Very High”

Moderate (2)

2 or more attribute or factor mean scores ≥ 2.5, but does
not meet threshold for “High” or “Very High”

Low (1)

Less than 2 attribute or factor mean scores ≥ 2.5
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Overall Vulnerability Score (section 2.4.3)
Using the vulnerability matrix (Figure 3 in section 2.4.3) and the component scores from above,
a Very High Exposure Component and a High Sensitivity Component converge at a Very High
Overall Vulnerability (12).
Vulnerability matrix (see section 2.4.3 and Figure 3)

Response Category Scores (section 2.4.4)
The distribution, abundance, and phenology response category scores are derived from the
attribute weighted means calculated according to the relationships with each attribute described
in Appendix A. The weighted means are used in the component score logic model (Table 4),
similar to the calculation of component scores above.
The distribution response scores as High because Prey/Diet Specificity and Migration weighted
means are greater than 3.0. The abundance response scores as High because Prey/Diet
Specificity and Reproductive Plasticity weighted means are greater than 3.0. The phenology
response scores as High because Prey/Diet Specificity and Migration weighted means are greater
than 3.0.

C-2

Table C1. Sample exposure scores
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Table C2. Sample sensitivity scores
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