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Despite the widely accepted need for ecosystem-based management of coastal and marine systems,
many managers struggle with how to put these principles into practice. Commonly voiced concerns
include complicated and expensive implementation, prohibitive data requirements, and lack of testing
with long-term applications. We address some of these perceived barriers by providing guidance on
strategies and approaches that can be used for the steps of one ecosystem-based management process,
the integrated ecosystem assessment framework, including scoping, deﬁning indicators, setting
thresholds, risk analysis, management strategy evaluation, monitoring and evaluation. Importantly,
we demonstrate how an ecosystem-based management approach can be utilized in a variety of contexts
which vary widely in data quality and availability, governance structure, and time frame. We then
illustrate the suggested steps in the process by exploring two case studies that represent realistic ends
of the data/governance/time frame spectrum: Puget Sound, Washington, USA and Raja Ampat,
Indonesia. By providing concrete suggestions for how to move forward with key steps in an integrated
management process, we show that ecosystem-based management is feasible from a range of starting
points and that for any given starting point there are numerous productive paths forward.
& 2009 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction
Management and conservation of natural resources have been
plagued by two shortcomings: considering only single sectors or
objectives and overlooking the value of ecosystem services in
decision-making. Scientists and managers have argued for
ecosystem-based management (EBM) as a means to address these
challenges [1–4]. EBM recognizes that human and ecological wellbeing are tightly coupled such that sustainability only occurs
when pursued in both arenas [2,4]. Although the importance of an
ecosystem approach is widely accepted, it remains difﬁcult to put
these principles into practice.
Implementation of EBM is challenging in part due to perceptions that it is too complicated and has prohibitive information
requirements. Compounding these perceptions is the scarcity of
evidence of improvements in ecosystem outcomes as a result of
long-term applications of EBM. The few examples of marine EBM
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worldwide tend to be small-scale, ﬁshery-based, or in the
incipient stages [5], leaving EBM proponents to base their
arguments on principles rather than tangible proof.
Here, we dispel some of the perceived barriers to EBM
implementation, demonstrating how this approach can be applied
today in any context. We outline strategies using an EBM
framework, the integrated ecosystem assessment (IEA), being
developed by NOAA in the United States [6]. We have expanded
the ﬁve step IEA approach to seven steps for discussion: scoping,
deﬁning indicators, setting thresholds, risk analysis, management
strategy evaluation, monitoring and evaluation (Fig. 1). Ideally,
this process is used iteratively, continually improving
management and understanding of complex ecosystems.

2. Assessing the state of play for EBM
At each step in the IEA (or any) framework, many approaches
and analytical methods can be used. The approaches taken are
dictated to some degree by three common elements: data,
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initiation or launch phase can be extremely short. Time constraints can alter the number of objectives that can be reasonably
addressed, the rigor and complexity of analytical approaches, and
the extent of monitoring programs. Importantly, even on short
time frames of three years or less, there are critical ﬁrst steps
towards EBM that improve later outcomes.
In the next section, we detail how each step of the IEA process
could be approached under different starting conditions. We then
illustrate our suggestions with case examples representing two
realistic ends of the management scenario spectrum; Indonesia is
characterized by poor data and weak governance and Puget
Sound, USA, represents ample data and strong governance.

Scoping
Identify goals and threats

Indicators
Chose measures or
proxies for goals

Thresholds
Set target levels or trends

3. Options for application of integrated ecosystem
assessments
3.1. Scoping

Risk Analysis
Links between indicators
and threats

Evaluation
Assess change

Management
Strategy
Evaluation
Assess options and chose
approach

Monitoring
Track indicators

Fig. 1. The integrated ecosystem assessment (IEA) process. Adapted from Levin
et al. [6], with permission.

governance and time frame. Here, we discuss the general
signiﬁcance of each of these elements for EBM. The IEA is a
logical framework for EBM and thus the guidelines presented here
are broadly applicable, regardless of the conceptual framework.
When managers contemplate the myriad species, ecological
processes, interactions, cumulative effects, and drivers that could
be considered in EBM, they face challenges with data acquisition.
We consider data to be documented qualitative or quantitative
information about the ecosystem of interest from published or
unpublished research, experts, stakeholders, or local knowledge
holders. Data availability may pose a challenge to EBM when data
are few or existing knowledge is not documented in a traceable
and accessible way. Even when data are ample, governance
structures may obstruct data sharing and access. The timelines
over which managers have to act can also inhibit the use of
existing but scattered datasets because amassing and preparing
data for use in analyses is time consuming.
Governance can also be seen as a factor inhibiting EBM.
Characteristics of a governance system which can constrain or
enhance EBM include the stability of the government, the level of
cooperation and coordination among different government entities, the number of jurisdictions within the management region,
and the ability of governments to enforce laws [7]. We deﬁne poor
governance as a situation where: laws do not exist or are not
reliably enforced, rule of law is not stable, property rights are not
deﬁned or enforced, decision processes are not transparent and
inclusive, and/or stakeholders are in conﬂict over goals.
Finally, the length of time managers have to implement an
EBM process inﬂuences which approaches are most appropriate.
We assume that all EBM processes will have a long lifetime
through iterative stages of planning and implementation, but the

In the initial step of an IEA, ecosystem objectives are identiﬁed,
such as protection of species (e.g., killer whales, sea turtles),
habitats (e.g., mangroves, coral reefs), processes (e.g., ﬂood
control, provision of water quality) or human well-being (e.g.,
human health, thriving resource-based communities) [6]. This
step focuses management on critical components of the ecosystem and selects goals that will underpin the design of subsequent
steps.
When data are poor, scoping can be informed by creating a
qualitative conceptual model of the ecosystem through a
stakeholder engagement process (Fig. 2). Data can be drawn
from basic ecosystem understanding of participants, synthesis
from disparate or informal sources, and understanding from
similar ecosystems and societies. Ideally, a stakeholder process
will engage a cross-section of all available perspectives including
those of resource users, citizens, managers, and experts or
specialized knowledge-holders. In situations with contentious
relationships among stakeholder groups (e.g., weak governance),
individual or sub-group engagements can replace a structured
group consensus approach, referred to throughout as an
‘‘informal’’ stakeholder processes. Time may also limit the
diversity of stakeholders who can be engaged, the amount of
information that can be gathered and the type of forum that can
be used. Individual, in-depth interviews of local knowledgeholders can be extremely valuable, but are very time consuming.
Large, structured stakeholder discussions that seek to reach
consensus can also take a long time, especially if the groups
have a history of dissent. The right combination of stakeholders,
process structure and depth of information will need to be
identiﬁed for each situation. Importantly, although only discussed
in detail for this step, stakeholder engagement is a good option for
initial progress in low data situations for each IEA step.
In abundant data situations, in which there are data describing
relationships between management targets and major system
drivers or threats, sophisticated ecosystem simulation models and
sensitivity analyses can reveal which connections in the system
are strongest and most affected by management (Fig. 2). The
species or processes involved in these connections would be ideal
components on which to focus goals. When the time frame for
scoping is short, an existing model could be applied quickly but if
existing models are not available, a simpler approach will be
necessary. Statistical analysis can quantitatively identify the most
critical connections in the system in data rich situations with
short time frames, or in relatively poor data systems (Fig. 2). Even
statistical analyses can be time consuming, so conceptual
modeling is a good option, while plans should include monitoring
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and timing of future phases to allow more complex models and
statistics in future iterations.
Regardless of the analytical approach used, scoping is largely a
political step focused around policy discussions to select which
objectives frame the EBM approach. Reaching agreement on
common objectives is a major, time consuming hurdle. Given this,
the level of governance may inﬂuence which analyses are used
and how they are applied and discussed. In areas of relatively poor
governance at the national level, it may still be possible to devise
local area governance mechanisms that accomplish a shared
objective agreed under a bottom up process (P. Christie, pers.
comm.). In areas with relatively good governance there remain
challenges to determine the appropriate scale of decisionmaking and how to mediate when stakeholder interests are in
conﬂict [5].

3.2. Deﬁning indicators

Governance
INDICATORS
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Multivariate Autoregressive Models
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Data

Trends

Levels
Literature

Informal
Stakeholder

and

Process

Standards

Formal
Stakeholder
Process

Governance
THRESHOLDS

Multi-

AnnAGNPS*
Atlantis*

Objectives*

Regression Analysis
Fuzzy Logic*

Data

Qualitative Trends

Informal

Thresholds

Formal

Stakeholder

Stakeholder

Process

Process

Governance
Fig. 2. Options for conducting the scoping, indicator and threshold steps of the
Integrated Ecosystem Assessment process. These options present examples of
approaches that can be used at each step, and are not an exhaustive list of all
possible tools. Options presented for poor governance or poor data situations can
also be used in good governance or high data situations, but not vice versa. An
asterisk (*) indicates approaches that can be very time consuming. If the IEA
process is on a short initiation timeframe, approaches at lower data or governance
levels can be applied in the ﬁrst iteration of planning and implementation.

Once objectives are set, indicators are chosen to facilitate
tracking of ecosystem status and trends relative to objectives [6]
(Fig. 1). Indicators can relate to the condition of natural or human
systems, and should encompass both. Examples of ecological
indicators are population size of important species, acres of
habitat, or toxin levels in water. Social indicators can include the
number or types of jobs, amount of waterborne navigation, or
level of livelihood for speciﬁc social groups (e.g., tribal nations,
low/high income groups). Indicators should be relevant to
management, informative to subsequent steps of the IEA process
and trusted in the decision process.
When data availability is poor, generic indicators can be drawn
from similar settings or guidance from the literature [8] (Fig. 2).
Some work, largely for ﬁsheries management, identiﬁes useful
indicators that show consistent behavior in diverse ecosystem
settings [9]. Community-level ecological indicators, for example,
have been shown to be the most reliable for detecting ﬁshing
effects [10]. Literature describing reference conditions or strong
interactions among species, habitats, social and ecological drivers,
or ecological processes can be used to help identify indicators.
Although the use of historic data to set benchmarks or thresholds
for restoration or management is highly contentious, such data
can be used to identify key interactions. These types of information can be augmented with a stakeholder process to select a list
of scientiﬁcally defensible indicators most relevant to management. Stakeholder processes to choose indicators in the absence of
scientiﬁc guidance can lead to an overly long or irrelevant list, a
challenge we discuss further in the case studies.
Even in poor data cases, multivariate statistics can be used
to combine indicators and identify those that represent several
characteristics of the system (e.g., [11,12]). In intermediate data
situations, simple regressions, multivariate autoregressive models
or path analysis could be used (in increasing order of complexity
and data requirements) (Fig. 2). Again, the goal with these
analyses is to identify the strong interactors in an ecosystem
and use those as indicators.
Ecosystem simulation models require extensive data on
ecosystem components and their interactions, but can be
very useful for highlighting the most responsive indicators for a
set of objectives (see Puget Sound case study). Sensitivity analyses
of integrated management-ecosystem models can highlight
the most important and effective indicators. Ecosystem simulation models can also be applied to components of the system to
give quantitative guidance for some indicators. Extensive work in
ﬁsheries to use Ecopath with Ecosim models to assess food webs
and identify critical biological indicators [13] is perhaps the best
known application.
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Indicator selection will also be determined by governance and
timing. Weak governance can result in inappropriate selection of
indicators and restrict the design of programs to monitor them.
Furthermore, when the initiation phase of an IEA is short,
thoroughly vetting a long list of possible indicators may not be
feasible. As in the data-poor situation, existing guidelines can be
used to identify an initial set of indicators that can be revisited in
later rounds of adaptive management.

3.3. Setting thresholds
Thresholds need to be set for each ecosystem indicator (Fig. 1).
In this step, we are moving from a general identiﬁcation of which
indicators best represent the system to setting actual targets for
each indicator that represent a desired level of ‘health’ for the
system. Setting thresholds addresses questions of ‘‘how much is
enough’’ or ‘‘how little is too little’’ for indicator magnitudes.
Under ideal circumstances, we would have ample time series data
and sufﬁcient time to use ecosystem simulation modeling to set
quantitative thresholds for multiple objectives simultaneously.
Models such as Ecopath with Ecosim or Atlantis [14] can help set
thresholds for multiple criteria, but likely must be expanded or
paired with other models to assess a wide set of objectives,
including but not limited to ﬁsheries (e.g., recreation and tourism,
water quality, etc.) (Fig. 2). Fairly comprehensive hydrology
models have been created to deal with hydrologic responses to
management including the annualized agricultural non-point
source pollution model (AnnAGNPS) (e.g., [15]). Combining
models like this with models such as Atlantis to create a coupled
terrestrial-marine and human-natural systems model will increase our ability to consider multiple objectives simultaneously
over relevant ecosystem scales.
As a ﬁrst step in data poor situations, knowledge of factors
such as harvest rates, species composition and habitat condition
based on local observation and stakeholder interviews can be a
useful starting point (Fig. 2). When data are extremely sparse,
important trends rather than thresholds can be identiﬁed for each
indicator. Even in ample data settings existing thresholds can be
used until better system-wide modeling can be completed. For
example, thresholds that have been set to guide management of
species (e.g., viability or rebuilding criteria established by state or
federal management), habitats (e.g., no net loss or other state or
federal targets), water quality (e.g., US Clean Water Act water
quality standards), and human health (e.g., ﬁsh and shellﬁsh
consumption thresholds) for other programs can be used to guide
initial decisions in other management contexts.
Additionally, when data are insufﬁcient to run ecosystem
simulation models, portions of the system can be modeled to gain
quantitative guidance on a subset of indicators. Having a
quantitative estimate of a threshold for even one indicator can
help inform threshold setting for others. One such approach, used
in ﬁshery applications, is the development of minimum realistic
models [16]. These contain the minimum essential pieces of the
system to represent a speciﬁc set of interactions or indicators.
Outside of a ﬁsheries context, there are fewer simpliﬁed models of
system components, although examples are emerging such as:
The Natural Capital Project’s models for water quality, ﬂood
mitigation, water supply and sediment transport, carbon sequestration, and tourism and recreation [17,18]. These can be used to
help identify critical thresholds for some non-ﬁsheries indicators.
In intermediate data cases, species indicators can be developed
using single species models to derive the minimum viable
population size, using this number as the indicator’s threshold
(Fig. 2). Indicator time series paired with disturbance data
can also be analyzed by regression to identify thresholds.
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Alternatively, fuzzy logic can provide a rigorous framework for
organizing literature values and coarse-scale or sparse primary
data (e.g., [19]).
Regardless of data availability, poor governance may necessitate a focus on trends rather than thresholds if threshold values
are contentious or cannot be monitored. Similarly, it may be
difﬁcult to formally assess multiple objectives if government
agencies are not forthcoming with data, or if agencies or
stakeholder groups are in conﬂict. In some cases, these challenges
can be circumvented by using remotely sensed data or indirect
data from other sectors.

3.4. Risk analysis
Each indicator will be affected by a range of threats (Fig. 1). The
risk analysis step of IEA identiﬁes these relationships and then
assesses the current state of each indicator relative to the state of
threats in the system [6]. Risk is described by the sensitivity of
each indicator to human or natural disturbances in the system
and the likelihood of each disturbance.
In the most sophisticated approach to risk analysis, ecosystem
simulation modeling describes the resilience of indicators to the
full range of exposure (Fig. 3). The likelihood of each risk can be
derived from long time series data on risk occurrence. Resilience
and exposure estimates can then be plotted against each other to
derive an overall risk score. This approach is called productivity–
susceptibility analysis (PSA) and has been used in ecosystembased ﬁsheries management [20]. PSA can also be applied in an
intermediate data environment where literature values for
resilience of simple indicators (e.g., species) can be combined
with risk frequency estimates from the literature or local
knowledge. Alternatives at this level of data availability include
developing population viability analyses from count-based time
series data [21] or using ecosystem viability analyses [22] (Fig. 3).
In the lowest data situations, an informal stakeholder process
can be used to develop maps of threat intensity and frequency
along with system resilience. As discussed, short time frames and
poor governance can restrict the stakeholder process, so combinations of maps and conceptual models may be more appropriate.
For example, Halpern et al. [23] have developed a global map of
threat frequency for multiple impacts. These maps could be paired
with locally developed conceptual models that link threats to
indicators and that rank likely impacts of each threat in the
system.

3.5. Management strategy evaluation
In this step, all of the information and decisions in previous
steps are incorporated into a comprehensive assessment of how
proposed management actions are likely to affect the chosen
indicators [6] (Fig. 1). Projecting management impacts may sound
like a daunting, complex process, but when necessary, strategies
can be evaluated with simple, conceptual models that follow basic
decision theory [24] and formalized expert opinion about the
major linkages among objectives, drivers and management
actions (Fig. 3).
Simple regression modeling or minimum realistic models can
be combined with conceptual models to improve the representation of links between a subset of system components (see Puget
Sound case study). The most formal process, called management
strategy evaluation (MSE) [25,26], uses ecosystem simulation
modeling to give sophisticated, ecosystem-wide projections of
responses to management options. Although these models are
very complex, they can be applied to speciﬁc questions in a short
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Fig. 3. Options for conducting the risk analysis, management strategy evaluation, monitoring and evaluation steps of the integrated ecosystem assessment process. These
options present examples of approaches that can be used at each step, and are not an exhaustive list of all possible tools. Options presented for poor governance or poor data
situations can also be used in good governance or high data situations, but not vice versa. An asterisk (*) indicates approaches that can be very time consuming. If the IEA
process is on a short initiation timeframe, approaches at lower data or governance levels can be applied in the ﬁrst iteration of planning and implementation.

window of time if the base models have already been developed
for the system of interest.
Governance will affect this step of IEA by limiting the
management strategies under consideration. Models of any level
of sophistication can be constructed to help reveal which
management options will be most robust to management
uncertainty when governance is unstable or ineffective. It is also
possible to use MSE to explore new or more effective governance
structures themselves. Rather than assuming that governance will
remain static, it may be useful to evaluate the potential for
changing governance given various ecosystem effects.

3.6. Monitoring
Monitoring the outcomes of implementation is critical to
document effectiveness of management strategies (Fig. 1). This
stage of IEA involves designing and installing a monitoring
program that identiﬁes how the chosen management action(s)
affects the chosen indicators [6]. Many of the data collected
during monitoring can be used in future IEAs, allowing managers
to move from data poor to data rich situations, improving the
rigor and sophistication of their decisions with each iteration.
The simplest approach to designing a monitoring plan is to use
general theories and stakeholder-based monitoring (Fig. 3). When
historic data on indicators exist, we can use the variation in these
measures to conduct a power analysis to inform the number of
locations, replicates and sampling frequency for the monitoring
program [27]. In cases where ecosystem models can be constructed, they can test the performance of monitoring programs.
The model is used to generate ‘‘true’’ dynamics, and perturbations

to the model are used to create time series of ecosystem
dynamics. Various monitoring schemes, such as different sampling frequencies or spatial allocation of effort, can then be
simulated. The results from the virtual monitoring program are
compared to ‘‘true’’ dynamics, and a monitoring program can be
designed to capture key dynamics with the least amount of
sampling effort.
When governance is stable and multiple agencies cooperate, an
integrated, coordinated and efﬁcient monitoring program can be
established across agencies. Under less ideal governance situations, where funding for monitoring is questionable or the
maintenance of monitoring equipment or programs is unlikely,
the monitoring program can be designed to target critical time
frames or areas or to take advantage of remote sensing. Finally,
third party rapid assessments may be ideal components of
monitoring programs in these situations, providing high quality
data in a short time frame from a reliable source [28].

3.7. Evaluation
The ﬁnal step in an IEA is evaluation, when monitoring data are
assessed for how well the management strategy is performing
relative to objectives [6] (Fig. 1). In data rich regions, simulation
models can be used (Fig. 3) to create a ‘‘null system’’ where the
implemented management action was not taken. Monitoring data
can then be compared to this prediction, allowing clear management assessments. This is especially helpful for new management
programs because identifying trends related solely to management practices (not to climate or other drivers) is difﬁcult until
time-series are relatively long. When data are sparse, simple
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analyses of trends and relative measures can be informative,
although it may be difﬁcult to make direct associations between
management practices and indicator responses.
Governance can inﬂuence how the evaluation step is conducted and who participates. Ideally, evaluation will be done with
a multi-stakeholder group, using transparent and coordinated
data and analyses and resulting in an efﬁcient and widely
accepted conclusion. Such processes must be bottom up and
informal when governance is poor. Even for an informal
stakeholder process, it will be critical to keep lines of communication as open as possible to ensure that analyses are trusted by
most or all parties.

4. Case studies
Here we outline two case examples from different contexts,
demonstrating how EBM is being implemented on the ground
today. They show how some of the methods listed above have
been combined into real approaches, with the aim of making our
framework more tangible.
4.1. Raja Ampat, Indonesia
The Raja Ampat archipelago lies to the west of New Guinea in a
region noted for its extraordinary biological diversity. Although
human population density is low, the Raja Ampat marine
ecosystem faces a number of pressures including overexploitation
of natural resources, destructive ﬁshing practices, land-based
pollution and outbreaks of corallivores [29]. Although artisanal
and commercial ﬁsheries are the dominant economic sectors,
pearl farming, agriculture, tourism, and logging contribute
signiﬁcantly to the economy [30], and interact with ﬁsheries
[31]. Other activities, such as mining, are currently minor
contributors to the region’s economy, but are considered as
development options [31].
Since the late 1990s, Indonesia has been decentralizing its
governance structure and delegating more authority to regency
level authorities [32]. While devolution of the central authority is
probably preferred by the inhabitants, the diffuse population over
a large area results in challenges for resource management [30]. It
is against this backdrop that several non-governmental organizations (NGOs) initiated a process with the Raja Ampat Regency
Government to explore the utility of Marine Protected Areas as a
means to achieve the ecosystem goal of protecting the livelihoods
of the 24,000 ﬁshers who depend on the marine environment
while also allowing economic development. Local stakeholders,
academia, NGOs, and the government have joined forces to
develop and implement an EBM plan for coastal and marine
resources in Raja Ampat. Thus, despite poor governance and the
absence of signiﬁcant institutional commitment, it has been
possible to move EBM forward because of strong interest from
other entities.
EBM most effectively begins with a clear statement of
objectives. In this case, however, three NGOs (The Nature
Conservancy, Conservation International and World Wildlife
Fund) were the dominant participants in the process, and their
organizational objectives preempted a formal scoping process.
Scientiﬁc research was then conducted to understand possible
EBM advances [33], work which is now the foundation for a multisector EBM plan focusing on ﬁsheries and aquaculture.
While only meager scientiﬁc information was available a
decade ago, an inﬂux of funds has allowed the accumulation of
knowledge. In 2002, a rapid assessment of the region’s ecological
and social systems was conducted [34]. Such work in combination
with a disaggregated stakeholder engagement process helped

345

identify indicators that had economic importance and were of
interest to the NGOs (e.g., hawksbill turtles, groupers, Napoleon
wrasse).
To establish management thresholds for ﬁsh biomass as well as
ecosystem condition, researchers combed archives, museums and
libraries to reconstruct the historical Raja Ampat ecosystem.
Despite the relative isolation of this region, this work revealed
declines in turtles and ﬁsh selected as indictors [35]. Social
indicators, such as population density of coastal villages and the
relative importance of subsistence ﬁshing, suggest social drivers
underlie ecosystem degradation. Additionally, Ainsworth and
others [19] conducted extensive interviews with local ﬁsherman
to reconstruct time series of ﬁsh abundance, allowing managers to
consider current information on indicators in the context of
historic conditions. A formal risk assessment of the region has not
been conducted. However, Raja Ampat’s rich biodiversity along
with existing and emerging threats were sufﬁcient for NGOs to
conclude that conservation action was needed [34].
The Raja Ampat EBM partners had the foresight to invest in
primary data collection (e.g. dive transects, ﬁsh stomach sampling, community interviews, coastal and aerial surveys, oceanographic monitoring) for and development of an Ecopath with
Ecosim model. Combined with existing data, this work allowed
Ainsworth and colleagues [29] to evaluate multiple ﬁsheries
harvest strategies (e.g., restricted grouper ﬁshery, increased tuna
ﬁshery), as well as ﬁsheries gear changes (e.g., excluding net
ﬁsheries, increasing blast ﬁshing). While Raja Ampat is data-poor
by developed-nations standards, the targeted acquisition of key
ﬁeld data for a tuned ecosystem simulation model has enabled
stakeholders to evaluate the likely ecosystem-wide effects of
ﬁsheries management options.
Although Raja Ampat lacks the capacity for comprehensive
monitoring, the NGO partners monitor coral cover, coral bleaching, and invertebrate grazing as indicators of reef health. Censuses
of commercially exploited groupers and snappers are conducted
annually. Artisanal ﬁshing effort is monitored via aerial surveys
every two years. In addition, the Nature Conservancy has invested
signiﬁcant effort in monitoring illegal ﬁshing activity. Thus, while
a monitoring effort is not institutionalized in a government
agency, the high biodiversity of the region has motivated NGOs to
monitor the state of the ecosystem. The timing and targeted
investments in data collection allowed relatively sophisticated
approaches for several steps of the IEA process, even in a weak
governance and poor data environment. However, future iterations of the approach need to expand the scope to include other
sectors such as logging (which acts as a signiﬁcant driver of
marine systems) and other ecosystem services and associated
indicators.

4.2. Puget Sound, Washington, USA
One of the most sophisticated EBM processes underway in the
US is coordinated by the Puget Sound Partnership, a state agency
whose task is to work with local, state, tribal and federal
governments, businesses, and citizens to restore the natural and
human components of the system by 2020. Initiated in 2005, a
short (1 year) scoping stage did not provide enough time for any
quantitative approaches to goal setting. Alternatively, extensive,
structured stakeholder engagement led to formal creation of the
state agency, its governance structure, and a legislative mandate
to restore the ecosystem [36]. The primary scientiﬁc inputs in the
scoping phase consisted of a multi-authored synthesis of existing
scientiﬁc understanding of the upland, estuarine, marine, and
human parts of the ecosystem [37], scientiﬁc workshops to
discuss priority threats and potential strategies, and numerous
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discussions between the scientiﬁc and policy leadership groups of
the Partnership. The process identiﬁed six overarching ecosystem
goals: species and food webs, habitats, water quality, water
quantity, human health and human well-being [38]. In 2008, the
Partnership enlisted the help of the World Resources Institute to
conduct a more comprehensive scoping process with stakeholder
interviews and meetings to reﬁne objectives by identifying the
ecosystem services of greatest public interest and concern. This
more detailed scoping highlighted the provision of water ﬂows,
recreation and ecotourism, and ethical and existence values as the
‘most valued’ ecosystem services across the most sectors [39].
A mix of analytical tools was used to identify indicators. First,
the Partnership conducted a systematic review of all existing
indicators currently being monitored in the Puget Sound ecosystem for the six goals. Conceptual models of the ecosystem and key
processes for each goal were created through an expert judgment
process and used to screen existing indicators. A total of 657
indicators were then classiﬁed based on criteria for properties of a
‘‘good’’ indicator [40–42], shortening the list to 73 indicators and
identifying objectives for which no indicators currently are
monitored. A policy focus group from the Partnership will select
a subset of the provisional indicators to use in the ﬁrst phase.
Subsequent analytical phases of indicator selection are explicitly
built into the work plan.
As with the previous steps, time constraints of the initiation
phase led to threshold setting approaches appropriate for a low
data situation. A discussion of existing scientiﬁc basis for thresholds or historical reference conditions associated with water
quality, species, and habitats was conducted [38]. Most existing
quantitatively established thresholds in the Puget Sound ecosystem have been identiﬁed for single species (e.g., salmon, orcas) or
ecosystem components directly related to human health (e.g.,
shellﬁsh consumption advisories for contaminants). In the next
phase of the Partnership, approaches to threshold setting will
include a thorough literature review and formal meta-analysis to
inform thresholds for the ecosystem indicators not yet addressed.
They will also apply quantitative models (e.g., Ecopath with
Ecosim) to reﬁne thresholds for select ecosystem components
associated with marine food webs.
The ﬁrst round of risk analysis consisted of two primary
approaches: (1) regional summaries of existing status and threat
assessments in watersheds and marine ecosystems, and (2) a
demonstration project using spatial threat mapping, existing
threshold information, and conceptual models to illustrate how
a more complete ecosystem-scale analysis can inform prioritization of strategies. The regional summaries highlighted indicators
whose current status is fairly well understood (e.g., salmon, fresh
water ﬂows) and those for which there is very little information
and revealed a general lack of historic data for baselines. The
demonstration project went a step closer to a quantitative risk
analysis, focusing on a few examples of threats and their known
impacts on speciﬁc indicators (i.e., land use effects on biodiversity
and groundwater nitrate contamination) [43]. The spatial threat
and status data will be used in the next phase of the risk analysis
in which quantitative statistical or mechanistic models are being
developed to estimate cumulative impacts of drivers and
pressures on state and impact indicators.
The spatial threat data and assessment summaries from the
risk analysis informed the next step of the IEA, management
strategy evaluation (MSE). These summaries were combined with
conceptual models to identify priority strategies for each of seven
sub-regions. Although no new quantitative analyses were used in
the ﬁrst year, previous quantitative assessments for parts of the
ecosystem were used. A major source of these assessments was
watershed recovery plans for salmon, which include models
evaluating climate, harvest, hatchery and habitat management

strategy impacts on salmon populations [44–46]. These models
informed adoption of speciﬁc management priorities for salmon
and watershed recovery, including where habitat restoration and
protection will occur and how hatcheries are to be managed to
allow recovery of wild ﬁsh. The next round of MSE will use
quantitative sub-modules (similar to minimum realistic models)
that will allow evaluation of several management strategies and
their impacts on multiple indicators. Ultimately, these submodules will be linked together to form the full ecosystem model
for Puget Sound to conduct a formal MSE.
For the ﬁnal steps of the IEA—monitoring and evaluation—the
Partnership is producing an adaptive management framework
that includes existing monitoring plans from major portions of the
ecosystem. Monitoring and adaptive management plans from the
salmon ecosystem plan [47], a Governor’s statewide monitoring
forum for freshwater systems and several more local plans will be
integrated and efﬁciencies sought under the Partnership’s
approach. Importantly, a number of gaps in monitoring for
ecosystem objectives, and strategies for addressing those gaps,
have been identiﬁed. More formal treatment of monitoring and
evaluation approaches will be addressed in subsequent iterations
of the IEA as the ecosystem modules and full models are
developed.

5. Moving forward with ecosystem-based management
By providing concrete examples of how an IEA process can be
used to implement EBM under a range of starting conditions, we
demonstrate that EBM is not a prohibitively demanding or
complex management approach in any context.
While ecosystem-based management is widely seen as critical
for conserving and restoring marine ecosystems, a number of
barriers—real and perceived—have hindered widespread implementation of EBM. In all IEA steps, we provide a suite of options
along the spectrum of data availability and governance—a
stakeholder engagement process to formalize existing knowledge
can be used when few data are documented or available,
statistical approaches can be used at intermediate data levels,
and ecosystem simulation modeling can be used in data rich
situations. We emphasize that a stakeholder engagement process
can be used at every step, even in poor governance and data
situations (Figs. 2 and 3). Therefore, given minimal capacity and
ﬁnances, there is always an opportunity to make progress towards
EBM regardless of how challenging the context may seem.
Obviously, stakeholder processes come with uncertainty and
require simplifying assumptions, but they can be an extremely
productive ﬁrst step, continually improving the knowledge base
and allowing increasingly sophisticated decision making in the
future.
As the case studies demonstrate, it is possible to mix and
match approaches at each step of an IEA to conduct the most
robust and informative analyses possible. This will likely be true
even in ideal high data and good governance settings because
there will always be limitations on time, political momentum, and
ﬁnancial and personnel resources. Therefore, a crucial next step
for informing the use of EBM frameworks is to provide guidance
on which parts of the process provide the largest rewards when
conducted with more sophisticated approaches. From examples to
date, we have learned that scoping, threshold setting and
management strategy evaluation are particularly critical steps in
the IEA process. It is essential to spend sufﬁcient time and
resources on scoping to move past contentious issues among
stakeholders and to reach a collectively supported set of
objectives. Thresholds are similarly important given that without
clear standards for acceptable levels of indicators, it is impossible
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to evaluate management success. Having quantitative thresholds
substantially changes the management strategy evaluation step,
giving much more concrete guidance to the types of actions
needed to meet speciﬁc goals. Finally, it is very difﬁcult to
compare management strategies if their likely outcomes for
indicators are unknown. For example, in Puget Sound, one speciﬁc
objective is to recover orca (killer whale) populations. However,
we do not know the order of magnitude of response in orca
populations to expect from management strategies ranging from
reducing toxic pollutants to recovering salmon populations to
restricting interaction with vessels. Without this information,
choosing a strategy is very challenging, and would be rapidly
improved by qualitative information ranking the effectiveness of
different approaches.
Additional guidelines such as these will continue to emerge
and allow improvements in the application of EBM. There is no
single correct path forward. Instead, EBM is a management
approach with many faces that can (and should) evolve over
time. The approaches outlined here are not prescriptive, but
rather can be mixed and matched to best ﬁt the needs of a
particular location. Given this ﬂexibility, it is time to embrace a
culture of ecosystem based management that improves the
likelihood that we can avoid management failures by using the
best social and natural science available in a process that is
inclusive and transparent.

Acknowledgments
This work was supported by the California Current EcosystemBased Management (CCEBM) initiative, a grant to the Institute of
Marine Sciences, University of California, Santa Cruz, and the
Communication Partnership for Science and the Sea (COMPASS)
from the David and Lucile Packard Foundation and the Gordon
and Betty Moore Foundation. C. Ainsworth helped extensively
with the Raja Ampat case study. We thank the other members of
the CCEBM Scientiﬁc Advisory Committee for their insights:
J. Barth, F. Chavez, C. Costello, S. Gaines, B. McCay, J. Parrish, and
C. Pomeroy.
References
[1] EPAP. Ecosystem-based ﬁshery management: a report to Congress by the
Ecosystems Principles Advisory Panel [EPAP]; 1999.
[2] FAO. The ecosystem approach to ﬁsheries. FAO technical guidelines for
responsible ﬁsheries, 2003; 4.
[3] POC. America’s living oceans: charting a course for sea change. Arlington, VA:
Pew Oceans Commission; 2003.
[4] McLeod KL, Lubchenco J, Palumbi SR, Rosenberg AA. Scientiﬁc consensus
statement on marine ecosystem-based management. Signed by 221 academic
scientists and policy experts with relevant expertise and published by the
Communication Partnership for Science and the Sea at /http://compasson
line.org/?q=EBMS; 2005.
[5] Ruckelshaus M, Klinger T, Knowlton N, Demaster DR. Marine ecosystembased management in practice: scientiﬁc and governance challenges.
Bioscience 2008;58(1):53–63.
[6] Levin PS, Fogarty MJ, Murawski SA, Fluharty D. Integrated ecosystem
assessments. Public Libr Sci Biol 2009;7:e1000014.
[7] Kaufmann D, Kraay A, Zoido-Lobaton P. Governance Matters II: updated
indicators for 2000/2001. 2002.
[8] Heinz Center Filling the gaps. Priority data needs and key management
challenges for national reporting on ecosystem condition. A report of the
Heinz Center’s State of the Nation’s Ecosystems Project, Washington, D.C.
/www.heinzctr.org/ecosystemsS; 2006.
[9] Rochet M-, Trenkel M. Which community indicators can measure the impact
of ﬁshing? A review and proposals. Can J Fish Aquat Sci 2003;60:86–99.
[10] Fulton EA, Smith ADM, Punt AE. Which ecological indicators can robustly
detect effects of ﬁshing?. ICES J Mar Sci 2005;62:540–51.
[11] Maasoumi E, Nickelsburg G. Multivariate measures of well-being and an
analysis of equality in the Michigan data. J Bus Econ Stats 1988;6:327–34.
[12] Campbell B, Sayer JA, Frost P, Vermeulen S, Ruiz Perez M, Cunningham A, et al.
Assessing the performance of natural resource systems. Conserv Ecol
2001;5:22.

347

[13] Walters CJ, Christensen V, Martell SJ, Kitchell JF. Possible ecosystem impacts
of applying MSY policies from single-species assessment. ICES J Mar Sci
2005;62:558–68.
[14] Fulton EA, Smith ADM, Johnson CR. Effect of complexity on marine ecosystem
models. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 2003;253:1–16.
[15] Yuan Y, Bingner RL, Boydstun J. Development of TMDL watershed implementation plan using Annualized AGNPS. Landuse Water Resour Res 2006;6
2.1–2.8.
[16] Punt AE, Butterworth DS. The effects of future consumption by the Cape fur
seal on catches and catch rates of the Cape hakes. 4. Modelling the biological
interaction between Cape fur seals (Arctocephalus pusillus pusillus) and
Cape hakes (Merluccius capensis and M. paradoxus). S Afr J Mar Sci 1995;16:
255–285.
[17] Nelson EN, Mendoza GM, Regetz J, Polasky S, Tallis H, Cameron DR, et al.
Modeling multiple ecosystem services, biodiversity conservation, commodity
production and tradeoffs at landscape scales. Front Ecol Environ 2009;7(1):4–
11.
[18] Kareiva P, Daily GC, Ricketts TH, Tallis H, Polasky S., editors. Theory and
Practice of Ecosystem Service Valuation. Oxford: Oxford University Press; in
press.
[19] Ainsworth CH, Pitcher TJ, Rotinsulu C. Evidence of ﬁshery depletions and
shifting cognitive baselines in Eastern Indonesia. Biol Conserv 2008;141:848–
59.
[20] Smith ADM, Fulton EJ, Hobday AJ, Smith DC, Shoulder P. Scientiﬁc tools to
support the practical implementation of ecoystem-based ﬁsheries management. ICES J Mar Sci 2007;64:633–9.
[21] Holmes EE, Fagan WF. Validating population viability analysis for corrupted
data sets. Ecology 2002;83:2379–86.
[22] Ebenman B, Jonsson T. Using community viability analysis to identify fragile
systems and keystone species. Trends Ecol Evol 2005;20:568–75.
[23] Halpern BS, Walbridge S, Selkoe KA, Kappel CV, Micheli F, D’Argosa C, et al. A
global map of human impact on marine ecosystems. Science
2008;319(5865):948–52.
[24] Clemen R. Making hard decisions: an introduction to decision analysis. New
York: Duxbury Press; 1996.
[25] Sainsbury KJ, Punt AE, Smith ADM. Design of operational management
strategies for achieving ﬁshery ecosystem objectives. ICES J Mar Sci
2000;57:731–41.
[26] Fulton EA, Smith ADM, Smith DC. Alternative management strategies for
Southeast Australian Commonwealth Fisheries. Stage 2: quantitative management strategy evaluation, Hobart, Tasmania, Australia: Commonwealth
Scientiﬁc and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO); 2007.
[27] Murphy KR, Myors B. Statistical power analysis: a simple and general model
for traditional and modern hypothesis tests. London: Lawrence Erlbaum;
2003.
[28] Sayre R, Roca E, Sedaghatkish G, Young B, Keel S, Roca R, et al. Nature in focus:
rapid ecological assessment; 2000.
[29] Ainsworth CH, Varkey DA, Pitcher TJ. Ecosystem simulation models of Raja
Ampat, Indonesia, in support of ecosystem-based ﬁsheries management. In:
Bailey M, Pitcher TJ, editors. Ecological and economic analyses of marine
ecosystems in the Bird’s Head seascape, Papua, Indonesia: II Vancouver, BC,
Canada: Fisheries Centre Research Report; 2008.
[30] Bailey M. Economic analysis of unregulated and illegal ﬁshing in Raja Ampat.
Indonesia, 2007.
[31] Bailey M, Sumaila UR. Towards ecosystem-based management in the birds
head functional seascape of Papua, Indonesia: the economic sub-project. In:
Bailey M, Pitcher TJ, editors. Ecological and economic analyses of marine
ecosystems in the Bird’s Head seascape, Papua, Indonesia: II. Fisheries Centre
Research Reports 16(1), Vancouver, BC, Canada: Fisheries Centre, University of
British Columbia; 2008.
[32] Usman S. Indonesia’s decentralization policy: initial experiences and
emerging problems. East Asian Bureau of Economic Research, Governance
Working Papers, 2001, p. 123.
[33] Grieve C, Short K. Implementation of ecosystem-based management in
marine capture ﬁsheries. Case studies from World Wildlife Fund’s marine
ecoregions; 2007.
[34] Donnelly R, Neville D, Mous P. Report on a rapid ecological assessment of the
Raja Ampat Islands, Papua, Eastern Indonesia, held October 30–November 22,
2002. Sanur, Bali, Indonesia: The Nature Conservancy Southeast Asia Center
for Marine Protected Areas; 2003.
[35] Palomares MLD, Heymans JJ. Historical Ecology of the Raja Ampat
Archipelago, Papua Province, Indonesia. Vancouver, BC, Canada: Fisheries
Centre Research Reports 14(7), Fisheries Centre, University of British
Columbia; 2006.
[36] Ruckelshaus M, Essington T, Levin P. How science can inform ecosystembased management in the sea: examples from Puget Sound. In: McLeod K,
Leslie H, editors. Ecosystem-based management for the oceans. Washington,
DC: Island Press; 2009.
[37] Ruckelshaus M, McClure M. Sound science: synthesizing ecological and
socioeconomic information about the Puget Sound ecosystem; 2007.
[38] Ruckelshaus M, Beach E, Currens K, Gaydos J, Leschine T, Mumford T, et al.
Appendix A. Ecosystem goals, outcomes, potential benchmarks and Science
Working Group Comments on Partnership Priority Strategies, vol. 129. 2006.
p. 105.
[39] Iceland C, Hanson C, Lewis C. Identifying important ecosystem goods and
services in Puget Sound. 2008.

ARTICLE IN PRESS
348

H. Tallis et al. / Marine Policy 34 (2010) 340–348

[40] Heinz Center. The state of the nation’s ecosystems: measuring the lands,
waters and living resources of the United States; 2002.
[41] NRC. Valuing ecosystem services: toward better environmental decision
making. Committee on Assessing and Valuing the Services of Aquatic and
Related Terrestrial Ecosystems, Water Science and Technology Board, Division
on Earth and Life Studies, National Research Council [NRC]. Washington, DC:
National Academy Press; 2004.
[42] Heinz Center. Filling the gaps. Priority data needs and key management
challenges for national reporting on ecosystem condition; 2006.
[43] Ruckelshaus M, Bloch P, Davies J, Joy J, Knauer J, Mumford T, et al. Assessing
the magnitude and potential impacts of threats/drivers to Puget Sound
ecosystems: a deomstration using DPSIR conceptual models; 2008.

[44] Bartz K, Lagueux K, Scheuerell MD, Beechie T, Ruckelshaus M. Translating
alternative land use restoration scenarios inot changes in stream conditions:
a ﬁrst step in evaluating salmon recovery strategies. Can J Fish Aquat Sci
2006;63:1578–95.
[45] Scheuerell M, Hilborn R, Ruckelshaus M, Bartz KL, Lagueux K, Haas A, et al.
Shiraz: A model framework for incorporating ﬁsh-habitat relationships in
conservation planning. Can J Fish Aquat Sci 2006;63:1596–607.
[46] Battin J, Wiley M, Ruckelshause M, Palmer R, Korb E, Bartz K, et al. Projected
impacts of future climate change on salmon habitat restoration actions in a
Puget Sound river. Proc Nat Acad Sci 2007;104:6720–5.
[47] Strategy S. Puget Sound Salmon recovery plan. Shared Strategy for Puget
Sound, Seattle, WA; 2007.

