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Cumulative human impacts in the Bering Strait Region
Jamie C. Afflerbach a, Dan Yocuma and Benjamin S. Halperna,b,c

aNational Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis, University of California, Santa Barbara, CA, USA; bBren School of Environmental
Science and Management, University of California, Santa Barbara, CA, USA; cDepartment of Life Sciences, Imperial College London,
Ascot, UK

ABSTRACT
Introduction: Human impacts on Arctic marine ecosystems are increasing in extent and
intensity as sea ice shrinks and utilization of marine resources expands. The effects of climate
change are being felt across the arctic while stressors such as commercial fishing and
shipping continue to grow as the Arctic becomes more accessible. Given these emerging
changes, there is need for an assessment of the current cumulative impact of human activities
to better anticipate and manage for a changing Arctic. Cumulative human impacts (CHI)
assessments have been widely applied around the world in a variety of ecosystem types but
have yet to incorporate temporal dynamics of individual stressors. Such dynamics are funda-
mental to Arctic ecosystems.
Outcomes: Here, we present the first CHI assessment of an Arctic ecosystem to incorporate
sea ice as a habitat and assess impact seasonality, using the Bering Strait Region (BSR) as a
case study. We find that cumulative impacts differ seasonally, with lower impacts in winter
and higher impacts in summer months. Large portions of the BSR have significantly different
impacts within each season when compared to a mean annual cumulative impact map.
Cumulative impacts also have great spatial variability, with Russian waters between 2.38
and 3.63 times as impacted as US waters.
Conclusion: This assessment of seasonal and spatial cumulative impacts provides an under-
standing of the current reality in the BSR and can be used to support development and
evaluation of future management scenarios that address expected impacts from climate
change and increasing interest in the Arctic.
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Introduction

Human uses of the ocean and their collective pressure
on marine ecosystems have been increasing (Halpern
et al. 2015) and will likely continue to increase as
global human population grows (Butchart et al. 2010;
Hoegh-Guldberg and Bruno 2010). Highly sensitive
ecosystems, such as the Arctic, are especially vulner-
able to these changes. Indeed, the Arctic Ocean is
already experiencing dramatic changes (Larsen et al.
2014). As Arctic sea ice continues to rapidly decline
(Stroeve and Meier 2012), human impacts on the
ecosystem are expected to intensify.

These changes have led to calls for international
collaboration to monitor, plan for, and manage a
changing Arctic (Berkman and Young 2009). A sub-
stantial gap exists in Arctic data and research
(UNESCO 2009; Holland-Bartels and Pierce 2011;
Gewin 2015), indicating a critical need for synthesis
of existing data to create a current understanding that
can help further guide and motivate efforts to moni-
tor and manage Arctic ecosystems.

To better understand current impacts to an Arctic
marine ecosystem, we apply the cumulative human

impacts (CHI) framework (Halpern et al. 2008) in an
area already experiencing growth in human activity,
the Bering Strait Region (BSR). Longer ice-free sea-
sons (Comiso et al. 2008; Wendler, Chen, and Moore
2013) and improvements in technology have made
the BSR more accessible for activities related to fish-
ing, mining, commercial shipping, and tourism,
among others. Effective management and decision
making around this range of emerging and potential
activity in the region will benefit greatly from synthe-
sized information about current activities and
impacts (Berkman, Vylegzhanin, and Young 2016).

Multiple methods exist to assess cumulative impacts
of human activities on the environment including link-
age frameworks (Knights, Koss, and Robinson 2013)
and whole-ecosystem models (Griffith et al. 2012).
The model used in this analysis is based on the frame-
work published by Halpern et al. (2008), which utilizes
available data tomeasure andmap combined impacts of
a range of stressors on each habitat type within the
system. This framework is unique in that it normalizes
and combines stressors of different units and spatial
resolution in a manner that translates stressors into
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impact on ecosystems, allowing direct comparison
among stressors and across locations.

Several underlying assumptions of the CHI meth-
odology, however, may cause these assessments to
deviate from reality (Halpern and Fujita 2013). In
particular, the current methodology assumes that
temporal dynamics of stressors (e.g., daily fluctua-
tions, seasonality) do not matter, even though those
dynamics may or may not align with the presence or
vulnerability of species. This assumption is necessary
because most locations do not have data for all stres-
sor layers at high enough temporal and spatial reso-
lution to allow for inclusion of temporal dynamics.
With more data being collected at shorter time scales
(e.g., daily, weekly, monthly), especially remote sen-
sing and satellite imagery data, it is becoming increas-
ingly possible to create discrete seasonal stressor
layers defined by months or days that can be used
to reveal temporal variability of cumulative impacts
involving multiple stressors in a given region.

The method has been widely applied for assessing
impacts on marine habitats at global (Halpern et al.
2008; Halpern et al. 2015) and regional scales (Halpern
et al. 2009; Ban, Alidina, and Ardron 2010; Korpinen
et al. 2012; Micheli et al. 2013; Batista et al. 2014; Holon
et al. 2015) and has been adapted to assess cumulative
impacts to species (Maxwell et al. 2013;Marcotte, Hung,
and Caquard 2015). The approach is flexible in that it
can be used to identify spatial patterns of low and high
impact (Halpern et al. 2008; 2015), inform marine spa-
tial planning (Longley and Lipsky 2013), examine
impacts under future scenarios of development and
climate change (Clarke Murray, Agbayani, and Ban
2015b), and compare impacts between protected and
unprotected areas (Ban, Alidina, and Ardron 2010).

In fact, since the CHI framework was first pub-
lished in 2008, there have been multiple regional
applications and model advancements. A review of
40 cumulative impact assessments by Korpinen and
Andersen (2016) found a majority of the assessments
based off the global assessment (Halpern et al. 2008)
maintain a similar overall framework with some
model innovations. While a few assessments have
looked at impacts over time (Marcotte, Hung, and
Caquard 2015; Halpern et al. 2015), none of the
assessments have examined seasonal impacts.

A recent CHI assessment by Andersen et al. ( 2017)
began to correct for this assumption by evaluating
different seasonal impacts to marine species in
Greenland using temporally defined species ranges.
The authors noted the lack of seasonal stressor data
to be a limitation of their study. One of the defining
characteristics of the BSR (Figure 1) is the role that sea
ice plays in determining seasonal patterns of activities
(Govorushko 2012), and therefore CHI. Thus, the BSR
offers a compelling case study to explore seasonality of
CHI because of (1) the seasonality of sea ice in the

region, (2) the importance of the region for access to
the Arctic, and (3) its potential vulnerability to increas-
ing pressures in the near future. This assessment
incorporates temporal dynamics of stressors to provide
an understanding of what current impacts exist and
how they vary across (seasonal) time and space.

Methods

Study region

We use the same spatial boundaries of the BSR as
described in Berkman, Vylegzhanin, and Young
(2016) (Figure 1); the oceanic area between 62° and
68° N, covering 416,355 km2. The total area is split
almost equally between the waters under the jurisdic-
tion of the USA (214,840 km2) and Russia
(201,337 km2). The strait itself is a shallow (mean
depth of 44 m) and narrow (~82 km) corridor con-
necting the Bering and Chukchi Seas and is the only
access point between the Arctic and Pacific Oceans.

Stressors

Relevant stressors were identified in a workshop set-
ting by science and policy experts with knowledge of
the BSR (Berkman 2015). Data sources for all stres-
sors, except for shipping, were found in peer-
reviewed and gray literature discovered through the
Google Scholar search engine with the following
selection criteria: (1) collected in and representative
of the BSR, (2) at relevant spatial and temporal scales,
and (3) freely available. Vessel Automatic
Identification System (AIS) data was provided by
SpaceQuest Ltd. (http://www.spacequest.com/). A
total of 12 stressors were identified for this assess-
ment, with raw data resolution varying from 500 m2

to 1 × 1 degrees (Table 1). The final pixel size for the
cumulative impact model is 1 km2. All analytical
tasks were carried out using the R Statistical
Language (R Core Team 2016) when possible, and
ArcGIS (ESRI 2016) when necessary. All layers with
coarser resolution were resampled to 1 km2 using the
nearest neighbor resampling algorithm from the ras-
ter package for R (Hijmans 2016). A 1 km2 pixel size
was chosen to increase detection of spatial patterns
while remaining useful for policy and planning pur-
poses, which typically occur at spatial scales between
1 km2 and 100 km2 (Halpern and Fujita 2013).
Detailed methods for data processing of each layer
are provided in the supplement.

Multiple criteria were used to determine if and
how seasonality should be incorporated for every
stressor: (1) do the data have fine enough temporal
resolution to create seasonal layers? (2) does the pre-
sence of sea ice reduce the impact of the stressor?,
and (3) are there temporal fluctuations in stressor

2 J. C. AFFLERBACH ET AL.



intensity that can be accounted for in other ways (in
our case, here, land-based pollution that is affected by
precipitation and runoff)? The answer to each of
these questions influenced how the stressor was trea-
ted in regard to its temporal dynamics and is detailed
below in the Methods section as well as in the supple-
mental information.

Ice mask
Long-term monthly observations of sea-ice coverage
in the Bering Strait show generally ice-free seas in
July, August, and September, and very little ice dur-
ing October (Wendler, Chen, and Moore 2013). As a
result, November through May are designated as the
ice season (i.e., “winter”), and June through October
as the ice-free season (i.e., “summer”). The “ice-free”
season is used broadly here since there are regions of
the Strait where sea ice is present in some or all of the
summer months. We account for these seasons by
developing both a summer and winter ice mask
(Figure 2) that is applied to each normalized stressor
layer known or expected to have seasonal dynamics
correlated to the presence or absence of sea ice, but
which are not accounted for in the raw data.

Seasonal ice masks were created using Multisensor
Analyzed Sea Ice Extent (MASIE) sea data (National Ice
Center (NIC) and NSIDC 2010). In the MASIE meth-
odology, a 4 km2 pixel (or cell) is considered ice covered
for a particular day if more than 40% of it was covered
with ice. Spatialized daily data were downloaded from
MASIE and split into the winter and summer seasons
according to the months defined above. For each

season, the total number of days across all years from
2006 to 2014was summed and then the total proportion
of days in that time frame in which a pixel was ice
covered was calculated. The pixel value of each ice
mask (Figure 2) represents the percentage of days
within every winter or summer season that a pixel was
ice covered.

Stressor seasonality
All stressors were normalized between 0 and 1 to allow
direct comparison (Halpern et al. 2008). Decisions
about how to normalize each data layer were primarily
driven by the distribution of raw data. Three layers
(shipping, organic pollution, and nutrient pollution),
all with highly skewed distributions were first log-
transformed; all other datasets were not transformed.
Then, for all data, a reference point was used to set the
maximum stressor value (i.e., 1.0) and rescale (normal-
ize) all other values between 0 and 1(see Table 1 for
specific reference points).

Each stressor layer was assigned a specific method to
account for the temporal dynamics of the stressor based
on the layer’s temporal resolution, expected or known
effect of sea ice, and seasonality of impacts (Table 2).
Four of the 12 stressor layers had sub-annual temporal
scales: sea surface temperature (SST) (weekly), ultravio-
let radiation (UV) (daily), marine shipping (near-
hourly), and ocean acidification (monthly) (Table 1).
A winter and summer layer was created for each of
these stressors by partitioning the data temporally
based on the start and end of each season. The ice
mask was applied to all five fishing stressors and three

Figure 1. Bering Strait study region.
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climate stressors: SST, UVradiation, and sea level rise
(SLR), since the raw data for each of these layers did not
account for presence of sea ice. The mask was only
applied after each layer was normalized.

The fishing stressor layers were derived from a
database of annual global fish catch by gear type at a
spatial resolution of half-degree cells from 1950 to
2014 (Watson 2017). The data do not include seasonal
catch information; therefore, we used the ice mask to
limit fishing effort (and its impact) during the winter
season. Because the relationship of fishing effort to sea
ice concentration is unknown, we assumed that when
sea ice was present in a given pixel, there would be no
fishing activity. The shipping layers did not require
application of an ice mask as the raw data show pre-
sence and absence of shipping activity, which accounts
for any effects from the presence of ice.

The shipping layers are derived from AIS
data (SpaceQuest Ltd.), and impact scores were
assigned only where ships are observed in the data.
This layer acts as a proxy for all impacts of shipping
activity including ship strikes on marine mammals,
noise pollution, and bilge and sewage discharge.

The ice mask dampens or eliminates the impact of
stressors in locations where ice is present. A given
pixel, for example, may have ice present for 50% of
the winter season and 10% of the summer season. A
stressor with a pixel value of 1.0 would be reduced to
0.5 in winter and 0.9 during the summer. These
stressor layers were normalized before the sea ice
masks were applied.

Land-based pollution stressors are derived from
nutrient and organic pollutant runoff from water-
sheds within the BSR using methods described in
Halpern et al. (2008). In this approach, pollutants
are introduced into the nearshore coastal environ-
ment through stream and river discharge. Input of
pollutants to the marine environment is consequently
related to streamflow, not sea ice. Both the nutrient
input and organic pollution layers were split season-
ally according to the percentage of annual stream
discharge that occurred within each season.

Prior research has found that stream and river dis-
charge within the Arctic is strongly seasonal, with most
flow occurring during the warmer summer months (Su
et al. 2005). To calculate the percentage of stream dis-
charge during our defined seasons, discharge data were
extracted from streams within the Arctic Circle in the
Pan-Arctic River Discharge Data Project (http://www.R-
ArcticNET.sr.unh.edu). Based on the data for all streams
in the dataset for all years of available data, 84.7% of the
total runoff for Arctic streams occurred during the sum-
mer months, while 15.3% took place during the winter.
The annual land-based stressors were split into seasonal
layers using these stream discharge values. Each pixel in
the summer and winter seasonal layer was 84.7% and
15.3% of the annual stressor value, respectively.Ta
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Habitats

Habitats were defined in broad categories, as was done
previously for global and regional assessments (e.g.,
Halpern et al. 2008; Halpern et al. 2009; Halpern et al.
2015). Ten of the 17 habitats in the global assessment
(Halpern et al. 2008) are present in the BSR (Table 3). All
habitats had more recent and/or higher resolution data
for at least some of the region compared to what is
available globally. The coastal habitat layers for intertidal
mud, beach, salt marsh, and rocky intertidal were created
using data from the Alaska ShoreZone Project (http://
www.shorezone.org/) and Environmental Sensitivity
Index (ESI) data from NOAA’s Office of Response and
Restoration (http://response.restoration.noaa.gov). Hard
and soft bottom benthic habitat data came from
Audobon’s Arctic Marine Synthesis (Smith 2010).
Where datawere lacking for coastal, hard and soft bottom
habitats within Russianwaters, we used habitat data from
the original global assessment (Halpern et al. 2008).

Sea ice has not previously been included as a habitat
in global or regional CHI assessments; however, given
the importance of sea ice in this region as a habitat, it
is included here. All other habitats are represented in
the model as a single raster layer with a binary dis-
tinction of present/absent (1 or 0) regardless of season.
Due to the ephemeral nature of sea ice throughout the
year, two sea ice habitat layers were derived from the
MASIE data, one for each season. Both of these layers
were scaled from 0 to 1 according to the total propor-
tion of the season that ice is present. This decision was
made to more accurately account for impacts to sea ice
only when it is present. Otherwise, the persistence and
spatial coverage of sea ice and the subsequent impacts
would be overrepresented. For example, if a single
pixel has sea ice present for 60% of the winter season,
the stressors present in that pixel are multiplied by 0.6
rather than 1 to scale the resulting impact to be pro-
portional to the amount of time the sea ice is present.

Table 2. Temporal treatment of each stressor layer where; I = impact score, m = habitat, i = stressor, D = normalized stressor
value, E = the presence of ecosystem, j, represented by a 1 (present) or 0 (absent), s = season (winter or summer); P =
proportion of the season that the pixel had at least 40% ice cover (values range from 0 to 1), R = proportional runoff (0.847 in
summer, 0.153 in winter; see methods), μ = vulnerability weight for stressor, i, and habitat, j.
Stressors (i) Temporal dynamics method Equation

Ocean acidification
Shipping

1 Is ¼ 1
m

Pm
j¼1 Dis � Ej � μi;j

Sea surface temperature
Ultraviolet radiation
Demersal destructive fishing
Demersal non destructive high bycatch fishing
Demersal nondestructive low bycatch fishing
Pelagic low bycatch fishing
Pelagic high bycatch fishing

2 Is ¼ 1
m

Pm
j¼1 Dis � Ej � Ps � μi;j

Sea level rise 3 Is ¼ 1
m

Pm
j¼1 Di � Ej � Ps � μi;j

Organic pollution 4 Is ¼ 1
m

Pm
j¼1 Di � Ej � Rs � μi;j

Nutrient pollution

The final impact score per pixel is the mean impact of stressor (i) across all habitats (m). Temporal dynamics method indicates how each stressor layer
was either seasonally or annually created; 1 = seasonal layers were created using temporal information from data source. No ice mask was applied
since data source accounted for presence of sea ice; 2 = seasonal layers were created using temporal information from data source and a seasonal ice
mask was applied; 3 = data does not have temporal information so seasonal layers were created by multiplying the normalized data by the seasonal
ice masks; 4 = seasonal layers were created according to the percentage of annual stream discharge that occurs within each season.

Figure 2. Icemasks used for the summer and winter seasons. Values shown indicate the proportional time the pixel is covered in sea ice.
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Habitat vulnerability weights
The vulnerability of a habitat to a given stressor is
represented as a weight between 0 and 3.8 (Table S1).
Vulnerability weights for each stressor-habitat pair,
aside from sea ice, were kept the same as two other
regional CHI assessments from the US West Coast
(Teck et al. 2010) and British Columbia (Clarke
Murray et al. 2015a). The weight matrix applied in
Teck et al. (2010) was developed through eliciting
expert knowledge from scientists with expertise on
marine ecosystems in the California Current. The
majority of stressors and habitats present in the BSR
was included in this weight matrix, and the same
weight matrix has subsequently been used in Clarke
Murray et al. (2015a) to study cumulative impacts in
British Columbia. Since sea ice was not included in
these assessments, the vulnerability weights for the
sea ice habitat layer came from Halpern et al. (2007).

Calculating cumulative impact scores

Annual impact scores were calculated for each 1
km2 pixel using the modified CHI model presented
in Halpern et al. (2009). The modified model com-
putes the mean impact of each stressor per pixel
rather than summing across all habitats that fall
within a single pixel. Seasonal cumulative impact
maps were calculated by aggregating seasonal stres-
sor impact layers together and summing values
across all pixels:

Is ¼
Xm

i¼1
Isi

where the cumulative impact score, I, for season s
(winter or summer), is calculated by summing all
seasonal stressor layers (IisÞ for each seasonal stressor,
(m = 12).

An annual cumulative impact map was created for
comparison with the seasonal maps. Rather than
simply aggregate the seasonal layers into a single
annual layer, we developed annual versions for each

of the 12 stressors, i.e., the same input data but with-
out separating the data seasonally. Mean annual stres-
sor values were calculated and then normalized
between 0 and 1 using the same reference point as
listed in Table 1. A mean annual sea ice layer was
derived from the daily sea ice data for years
2006–2014. Each pixel value was equal to the propor-
tion of days in a year the pixel has at least 40% ice
coverage. The ice mask was applied to all five fishing
layers and three climate change layers: UV, SST, and
SLR. The final impact map was calculated by sum-
ming pixel values across each stressor’s impact:

Ia ¼
Xk

i¼1
Ii þ

Xn

j¼1
Ij

where the annual cumulative impact per pixel (Ia) is
the sum of impact scores per pixel for each stressor
affected by presence of sea ice (Ii; where k = 7), and
impact scores for stressors not multiplied by the ice
mask (Ij; where n = 5). For each layer that is multi-
plied by the ice mask, impact scores (Ii) are calculated
by multiplying the normalized stressor value (D) by
the presence or absence (E) of habitat j, the mean
annual proportion that the pixel had at least 40% ice
cover (P, values range from 0 to 1), and the vulner-
ability weight, μ, for the habitat (j) and stressor (i)
pair. The final impact score per pixel is equal to the
mean impact across all habitats (m).

Ii ¼ 1
m

Xm

j¼1
Dj � Ej � P � μi;j

Results

Cumulative impact scores in the BSR exhibit both
temporal and spatial variability, with mean impact
scores of 0.13 in the winter (range = 0–1.74;
sd = 0.15) and 0.18 in the summer (range = 0–2.04,
sd = 0.26; Figure 3). Seasonal cumulative impact scores
are significantly different from annual scores in both
seasons primarily within the Gulf of Anadyr and along
both coasts (Figure 4). When accounting for

Table 3. Habitats included in the cumulative impact analysis for the Bering Strait Region (BSR).

Habitat Source
Spatial

Resolution Brief Description

Rocky reef Audobon (Smith 2010), Halpern et al. (2008) 1 km2 Gravelly substrates (Smith 2010) and hard bottom habitat
at 0–60 m (Halpern et al. 2008)

Hard shelf Audobon (Smith 2010), Halpern et al. (2008) 1 km2 Gravelly substrates (Smith 2010) and hard benthic habitat
at 60–200 m depth (Halpern et al. 2008)

Subtidal soft bottom Audobon (Smith 2010), Halpern et al. (2008) 1 km2 Silt, mud, and sandy substrates (Smith 2010) and soft
bottom habitat at 0–60 m (Halpern et al. 2008)

Soft shelf Audobon (Smith 2010), Halpern et al. (2008) 1 km2 Silt, mud, and sandy substrates (Smith 2010) and soft
benthic habitat at 60–200 m depth (Halpern et al.
2008)

Surface waters Halpern et al. (2008) 1 km2 Top 60 m of ocean in areas deeper than 60 m total depth
Deep waters Halpern et al. (2008) 1 km2 Water column from 60 m depth to benthos
Beach Alaska ShoreZone, NOAA ESI, Halpern et al. (2008) 1 km2 Fine or coarse sand and/or gravelly beaches
Salt marsh Alaska ShoreZone, NOAA ESI, Halpern et al. (2008) 1 km2 Salt to brackish marsh
Rocky intertidal Alaska ShoreZone, NOAA ESI, Halpern et al. (2008) 1 km2 Sheltered or exposed rocky shores
Intertidal mud Alaska ShoreZone, NOAA ESI, Halpern et al. (2008) 1 km2 Sheltered or exposed tidal flats
Sea ice National Ice Center (NIC) and NSIDC. (2010) 4 km2 MASIE Daily sea ice concentration (2006–2014)
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seasonality, summer impact scores are higher in the
Gulf of Anadyr and along the coast of the Chukotka
Peninsula when compared to the annual cumulative
impact map. Winter impact scores are more patchy,
with areas of both lower (along both coasts) and
higher (coast of northern Chukotka peninsula, areas
of the Gulf of Anadyr, and a portion of Norton Bay
within Norton Sound) impact compared to the annual
map. The ocean acidification stressor layer largely
drives these higher impact scores, where these two
regions have undersaturated waters (Fig. S3).

A Monte Carlo simulation was used to test the
sensitivity of the model to vulnerability weights. We
ran 1000 simulations on randomly shuffled weight
matrices that maintained the mode and distribution
of the matrix values. The mean annual cumulative
impact score and standard deviation were calculated
for each simulation, and the 95% confidence interval
was 0.14–0.27. Our calculated annual cumulative

impact map using the modified expert weights has a
mean of 0.19, which falls within the confidence inter-
val for the simulations. The same held true for both
summer (mean = 0.18, 95% confidence inter-
val = 0.16–0.30) and winter (mean = 0.13, 95% con-
fidence interval = 0.12–0.25) seasons.

Russian territorial waters experience higher
impacts in both seasons (Figure 5; summer;
mean = 0.29, sd = 0.30, winter; mean = 0.19,
sd = 0.17) compared to the United States (summer;
mean = 0.08, sd = 0.14, winter; mean = 0.08,
sd = 0.11), although the highest single-pixel score
(2.04) is located near the mouth of the Yukon River
in US waters during the summer. The combination
of sensitive habitats and higher land-based pollution
near the mouth of the Yukon River results in these
high cumulative impact scores.

Ocean acidification has the highest mean impacts
across the Bering Strait in both seasons, although

Figure 3. Annual and seasonal cumulative impact maps for the Bering Strait Region (BSR) and total proportional area receiving
an impact score between 0 and 2.20.

Figure 4. Significant differences in seasonal cumulative impact scores when compared to annual impacts. Red pixels indicate areas of
significantly higher impact, pixels in blue indicate areas of significantly lower impact in comparison to the annual map (see Figure 3).
Differences were calculated using the SDMTools R package (VanDerWal et al. 2014) and significance levels were set at 0.05.
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impacts are higher in the winter (Figure 6). Climate
and fishing stressors follow ocean acidification in
mean impacts, with the summer months exhibiting
higher impacts than winter. Russian territorial
waters are more heavily impacted than US territorial
waters across all 12 stressors. Aside from ocean
acidification, the commercial fishing stressors

primarily drive high cumulative impacts in Russian
waters in both seasons (Figs. S5–S7). Highest
impacts in US waters are found along the coast
and are primarily driven by climate stressors. The
highest impacts from shipping are in areas of high
ship density in the Gulf of Anadyr and off the coast
of Nome, Alaska (Fig. S5).

Figure 5. Spatial distribution of seasonal cumulative impact scores in Russian and US territorial waters of the BSR.

Figure 6. Mean cumulative impact scores for each stressor in the winter and summer seasons within Russian and US territorial waters.
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Discussion

CHI in the BSR are spatially and temporally variable.
Not surprisingly, impacts are highest during the ice-
free summer months when human activity is greater.
Areas of higher impact are concentrated in Russian
waters where scores are, on average, 3.63 times higher
than the United States in the summer and 2.38 times
higher in the winter seasons. That two areas of similar
size within the same region are experiencing such
dramatically different impacts can largely be attributed
to (a) a higher number, and larger spatial extent, of
habitats with high vulnerability to climate stressors in
Russian waters, and (b) the differences in commercial
fishing activity between the two countries. Due to the
shallow nature of the Strait on the US side (mean
depth of 33 m), soft shelf, deep and surface water
habitats are found in less than 8% of US waters, but
each of these habitats exists in over 50% of Russian
waters (Fig. S7). These habitats are particularly vulner-
able to climate stressors (Table S1), increasing the
cumulative impact scores in areas where they exist.
Improved habitat data in the region could help refine
these results, especially for those habitats for which we
used the global data layers from Halpern et al. (2008).

Comparisons between the annual and seasonal
cumulative impacts map show important differences
in how the outcome varies when including temporal
dynamics within the CHI model. The annual impact
map provides a snapshot of what is happening in the
BSR, but if used to manage seasonal stressors it would
underestimate impacts in the Gulf of Anadyr and
overestimate impacts along parts of the Alaskan
coast. Perhaps most importantly, the summer seaso-
nal maps give an indication of what the future will be
like as the BSR becomes ice-free year round.

Commercial fishing impacts (e.g., removal of bio-
mass from a stock, impacts to habitats by fishing gear)
have some of the highest impacts in both winter and
summer seasons, especially within Russian waters. The
significant spatial differences in commercial fishing
between the United States and Russia are largely due
to different management regimes of these two countries.
While Russia fishes its waters extensively, the United
States has banned most fishing in its half of the BSR.

Impacts frommarine operations and shipping activity
are low compared to climate and fishing stressors, even in
the summer season when ship traffic is highest. Halpern
and Fujita (2013) claim that stressors and human activ-
ities are often conflated in cumulative impact assess-
ments, which could be argued here. Assessment of
impacts due to shipping could be improved by modeling
the individual components of marine operation impacts,
including ship strikes on marine mammals, noise pollu-
tion, and bilge and sewage discharge. Currently, data do

not exist to allow such disaggregation of shipping stres-
sors and their associated impacts. In other words, regio-
nal shipping activity is tracked while associated stressors
are not. Since management and mitigation of impacts is
done through regulation of human activities rather than
individual stressors, including a shipping stressor layer is
no doubt better than excluding it. If and when regional
data on shipping-associated stressors become available,
this framework can easily be adapted to include that
information.

With more than half of the Bering Strait receiving an
impact score of less than 0.054 in both seasons, less than
3% of the regional maximum, the BSR is not currently a
severely impacted area. This is not surprising since the
biogeographical characteristics of the region limit the
amount of human activity feasible in the area. Although
impacts are generally low, Russian waters are experien-
cing much higher impacts from fishing and shipping
activities. Impacts from climate stressors are less spa-
tially and temporally discriminate with both US and
Russian waters containing areas of high impact. Ocean
acidification contributed to higher impacts in the win-
ter, especially in Norton Sound and along the northern
Chukotka Peninsula (Fig. S3) where the seawater is
undersaturated in aragonite (Ωarag).

Each of these stressors presents challenges and
opportunities in management. Climate stressors have
the highest impacts across the Bering Strait. Mitigating
the impacts of these stressors will no doubt require a
significant effort at the global scale before seeing any
regional improvements. Recent findings show the
Arctic is warming at a rate twice as fast as the rest of
the world (Richter-Menge, Overland, andMathis 2016),
which could further increase the cumulative impacts
within the BSR. Although little can be done at the
regional scale to directly address these climate impacts,
steps can be taken to address more local stressors by
focusing management and policy decisions on activities
such as fishing and shipping.

Commercial fishing has largely been scaled back by
the United States and any further mitigation of impacts
from fishing will require heavy involvement of the
Russian government. Marine operations and shipping
activities may currently be low, but as longer ice-free
seasons becomemore common, theNorthern Sea Route
and the Northwest Passage will be more feasible options
for commercial shipping routes (Smith and Stephenson
2013) and the Bering Strait will be the only access point
to these routes. The number of ships traveling through
the Bering Strait has more than doubled in recent years
(Berkman, Vylegzhanin, and Young 2016); future
increases in shipping will depend on current and emer-
ging economic, safety and environmental factors
(Pollock 2009; Brigham 2010b). The risks and impacts
associated with increased ship traffic, such as collisions
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with small fishing vessels or displacement of marine
species (Huntington et al. 2015), should be considered
in addition to this cumulative impact assessment to
further inform regulatory measures surrounding com-
mercial ship traffic in the BSR. These challenges present
an opportunity for collaborative governance between
Russia and the United States. International agreements
such as the International MaritimeOrganization’s Polar
Code can play a large role in protecting this ecologically
sensitive region by acting as proactive regulation to help
manage for an unknown future.

Commercial fishing is expected to increase in the
region as the open water season lengthens and as sub-
temperate species begin to shift their range into north-
ern waters (Cheung et al. 2009; García Molinos et al.
2015), although fisheries management may limit expan-
sion of the sector. Local observations are already con-
firming these shifts in the location of fish stocks
(Wassmann et al. 2011). General trends indicate
increased biomass from both native and non-native
marine species, but the ecological impacts on local
food chains and fisheries remain uncertain. These
changes could further exacerbate the spatial variability
in impacts from commercial fishing between Russia and
the United States, making the need for shared knowl-
edge and management even more immediate, especially
with transboundary marine species.

There are pressing management concerns about
increasing human activities in the region (Berkman,
Vylegzhanin, and Young 2016) and their interactions
with existing uses and each other. In particular, the
Arctic, and BSR specifically, have seen increasing global
interest in shipping (Kerr 2002; Brigham 2010a; Hong
2012), energy development (Johnston 2010; Clement,
Bengtson, and Kelly 2013), military activity (Kraska and
Baker 2014), and fishing (Hollowed, Planque, and
Loeng 2013). With longer ice-free seasons (Comiso
et al. 2008; Wood et al. 2015) and technological
advances (Michel and Noble 2008), growth in commer-
cial activity in the region is expected to continue (AMSA
2009). The cumulative impact of these activities will
have on the marine environment is largely unknown.

Even as the Bering Strait continues to be recognized as
a region of global importance, there remain significant
gaps in available data for the region. These gaps are a
known limitation to this study and with higher resolu-
tion data, especially commercial fishing activity and habi-
tat data, the model could certainly be improved. Since
marine biophysical processes and species do not abide by
international boundaries, it is essential that efforts to
collect and share data are broadly consistent throughout
the region to better understand and monitor impacts.

As presented here, improvements to the CHI model
can be adapted and applied elsewhere in the Arctic or
Antarctic, where temporal sea ice dynamics are at play.
This same approach could also be applied in other
regions where temporal dynamics play key roles in

ecosystem functioning, such as dynamic habitats
(e.g., kelp, seagrass beds), seasonal species movements
(e.g., spawning aggregations, seasonal migrations),
and areas heavily driven by large-scale oscillating cli-
mate regimes (e.g., El Nino-Southern Oscillation
events).

Conclusion

Although the habitats of the BSR are not heavily
impacted by human activity, our analysis indicates
greater impacts during the ice-free months. A warm-
ing environment with longer ice-free seasons will
likely lead to greater total CHI throughout the region.

Incorporating seasonal dynamics of stressors allowed
us to discern temporal variability that is often ignored
when evaluating mean annual impacts. Calculating aver-
age annual impacts in the BSR provides a less accurate
representation of the human impacts at any given time
throughout the year. This could have implications for
managing human activity and mitigating the impact of
stressors. In some cases, human impacts can be reduced
with simple shifts in the timing of activities. For example,
shipping routes could potentially be adjusted seasonally
to reduce spatial overlap of stressors that occur in differ-
ent seasons or different times within seasons. Our analy-
sis of seasonal spatial patterns provides a current
understanding of CHI to start informing management
decisions about when, instead of just where, activities can
occur. An obvious next step would be to apply this model
under future scenarios of climate change and growth in
human activity to best predict what areas of the Arctic
will be most vulnerable and how impacts are expected to
change compared to current status quo. By evaluating
seasonality of CHI,we also improve upon theCHI frame-
work by moving closer to a more realistic understanding
of how humans are impacting the ecosystem through
both time and space. With higher resolution data, this
methodology could be further enhanced at smaller time
scales to better illustrate the ebb and flow of human
activity and impact in the Bering Strait.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the Holistic Integration for
Arctic Coastal-Marine Sustainability project supported by
the United States. National Science Foundation under
award no. NSF-PLR 1263819 (see www.arcticoptions.org).
Thanks to Paul Berkman, Oran Young, Frank Davis, and
Lawson Brigham for helpful comments on earlier drafts.
Thank you to Sara Denka for data collection.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

10 J. C. AFFLERBACH ET AL.

http://www.arcticoptions.org


Funding

This work was supported by the Holistic Integration for
Arctic Coastal-Marine Sustainability project supported by
the United States National Science Foundation under award
no. [NSF-PLR 1263819] (see www.arcticoptions.org).

ORCID

Jamie C. Afflerbach http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5215-
9342

References

Andersen, J. H., F. Berzaghi, T. Christensen, O. Geertz-
Hansen, A. Mosbech, A. Stock, K. B. Zinglersen, and M.
S. Wisz. 2017. “Potential for Cumulative Effects of
Human Stressors on Fish, Sea Birds and Marine
Mammals in Arctic Waters.” Estuarine, Coastal and
Shelf Science 184: 202–206.

Arctic Marine Shipping Assessment (AMSA). 2009. Report.
Arctic Council, April 2009, Second Printing. Edited by B.
Ellis and L. Brigham. Akureyri: Arctic Council's
Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (PAME).

Ban, N. C., H. M. Alidina, and J. A. Ardron. 2010.
“Cumulative Impact Mapping: Advances, Relevance and
Limitations to Marine Management and Conservation,
Using Canada’s Pacific Waters as a Case Study.” Marine
Policy 34: 876–886. doi:10.1016/j.marpol.2010.01.010.

Batista, M. I., S. Henriques, M. P. Pais, and H. N. Cabral.
2014. “Assessment of Cumulative Human Pressures on a
Coastal Area: Integrating Information for MPA Planning
and Management.” Ocean & Coastal Management 102:
248–257. doi:10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2014.09.020.

Berkman, P. A. 2015. Report of the Workshop on Policy
Options for the Bering Strait. http://panarcticoptions.
org/stakeholder-perspectives/

Berkman, P. A., A. N. Vylegzhanin, and O. R. Young. 2016.
“Governing the Bering Strait Region: Current Status,
Emerging Issues and Future Options.” Ocean
Development & International Law 47: 186–217.
doi:10.1080/00908320.2016.1159091.

Berkman, P. A., and O. R. Young. 2009. “Science and
Government: Governance and Environmental Change
in the Arctic Ocean.” Science 324: 339–340.
doi:10.1126/science.1173200.

Brigham, L.W. 2010a. “The Fast-Changing Maritime Arctic.”
Proceedings of the U.S. Naval Institute, Annapolis,
Maryland (410) 268-6110. https://www.usni.org.

Brigham, L. W. 2010b. "Think Again: The Arctic.” Foreign
Policy 181 (September/October 2010): 70–74. http://
www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/16/think_
again_the_arctic.

Butchart, S. H. M., M. Walpole, B. Collen, A. Van Strien, J.
P. W. Scharlemann, R. E. A. Almond, J. E. M. Baillie, et al.
2010. “Global Biodiversity: Indicators of Recent Declines.”
Science 328: 1164–1168. doi:10.1126/science.1187512.

Casey, K. S., E. R. Selig, D. Zhang, K. Saha, A. Krishnan, and
E. McMichael. 2015. The Coral Reef Temperature
Anomaly Database (Cortad) Version 5 - Global, 4 Km
Sea Surface Temperature and Related Thermal Stress
Metrics for 1982-2012 (NCEI Accession 0126774). Version

1.1. NOAA National Centers for Environmental
Information. Dataset. doi:10.7289/V5CZ3545

Cheung, W. W. L., V. W. Y. Lam, J. L. Sarmiento, K.
Kearney, R. Watson, and D. Pauly. 2009. “Projecting
Global Marine Biodiversity Impacts under Climate
Change Scenarios.” Fish and Fisheries 10: 235–251.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-2979.2008.00315.x.

ClarkeMurray, C., S. Agbayani, H. M. Alidina, and N. C. Ban.
2015a. “Advancing Marine Cumulative Effects Mapping:
An Update in Canada’s Pacific Waters.” Marine Policy 58:
71–77. doi:10.1016/j.marpol.2015.04.003.

Clarke Murray, C., S. Agbayani, and N. C. Ban. 2015b.
“Cumulative Effects of Planned Industrial Development
and Climate Change on Marine Ecosystems.” Global
Ecology and Conservation 4: 110–116. doi:10.1016/j.
gecco.2015.06.003.

Clement, J. P., J. L. Bengtson, and B. P. Kelly. 2013.
Managing for the Future in a Rapidly Changing Arctic.
https://www.doi.gov/sites/doi.gov/files/migrated/news/
upload/ArcticReport-03April2013PMsm.pdf.

Comiso, J. C., C. L. Parkinson, R. Gersten, and L. Stock. 2008.
“Accelerated Decline in the Arctic Sea Ice Cover.”
Geophysical Research Letters 35. doi:10.1029/2007GL031972.

ESRI. 2016. ArcGIS Platform. Redlands, CA:
Environmental Systems Research Institute.

Feely, R., S. Doney, and S. Cooley. 2009. “Ocean
Acidification: Present Conditions and Future Changes
in a High-CO2 World.” Oceanography 22: 36–47.

García Molinos, J., B. S. Halpern, D. S. Schoeman, C. J.
Brown, W. Kiessling, P. J. Moore, J. M. Pandolfi, E. S.
Poloczanska, A. J. Richardson, and M. T. Burrows. 2015.
“Climate Velocity and the Future Global Redistribution
of Marine Biodiversity.” Nature Climate Change 6: 83–
88. doi:10.1038/nclimate2769.

Gewin, V. 2015. “Huge Data Gaps Cloud Fate of Arctic
Mammals.” Science. doi:10.1126/science.aab0330.

Govorushko, S. M. 2012. "Hydrological Processes" in Natural
Processes and Human Impacts: Interactions Between
Humanity and the Environment. Dordrecht: Springer.

Griffith, G. P., E. A. Fulton, R. Gorton, and A. J. Richardson.
2012. “Predicting Interactions among Fishing, Ocean
Warming, and Ocean Acidification in a Marine System
with Whole-Ecosystem Models.” Conservation Biology: The
Journal of the Society for ConservationBiology 26: 1145–1152.
doi:10.1111/j.1523-1739.2012.01937.x.

Halpern, B. S., C. V. Kappel, K. A. Selkoe, F. Micheli, C. M.
Ebert, C. Kontgis, C. M. Crain, R. G. Martone, C. Shearer,
and S. J. Teck. 2009. “Mapping Cumulative Human Impacts
to California Current Marine Ecosystems.” Conservation
Letters 2: 138–148. doi:10.1111/conl.2009.2.issue-3.

Halpern, B. S., K. A. Selkoe, F. Micheli, and C. V. Kappel. 2007.
“Evaluating and Ranking the Vulnerability of GlobalMarine
Ecosystems to Anthropogenic Threats.” Conservation
Biology 21: 1301–1315. doi:10.1111/cbi.2007.21.issue-5.

Halpern, B. S., M. Frazier, J. Potapenko, K. S. Casey, K.
Koenig, C. Longo, J. S. Lowndes, et al. 2015. “Spatial and
Temporal Changes in Cumulative Human Impacts on
the World’s Ocean.” Nature Communications 6: 7615.
doi:10.1038/ncomms8615.

Halpern, B. S., and R. Fujita. 2013. “Assumptions, Challenges,
and Future Directions in Cumulative Impact Analysis.”
Ecosphere 4: art131. doi:10.1890/ES13-00181.1.

Halpern, B. S., S. Walbridge, K. A. Selkoe, C. V. Kappel, F.
Micheli, C. D’Agrosa, J. F. Bruno, et al. 2008. “A Global

ECOSYSTEM HEALTH AND SUSTAINABILITY 11

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2010.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2014.09.020
http://panarcticoptions.org/stakeholder-perspectives/
http://panarcticoptions.org/stakeholder-perspectives/
https://doi.org/10.1080/00908320.2016.1159091
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1173200
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/16/think_again_the_arctic
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/16/think_again_the_arctic
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/16/think_again_the_arctic
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1187512
https://doi.org/10.7289/V5CZ3545
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-2979.2008.00315.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2015.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2015.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2015.06.003
https://www.doi.gov/sites/doi.gov/files/migrated/news/upload/ArcticReport-03April2013PMsm.pdf
https://www.doi.gov/sites/doi.gov/files/migrated/news/upload/ArcticReport-03April2013PMsm.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1029/2007GL031972
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2769
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aab0330
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2012.01937.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.2009.2.issue-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/cbi.2007.21.issue-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms8615
https://doi.org/10.1890/ES13-00181.1


Map of Human Impact on Marine Ecosystems.” Science
319: 948–952. doi:10.1126/science.1149345.

Hijmans, R. J. 2016. Raster: Geographic Data Analysis and
Modeling. R package version 2.5-8. https://CRAN.R-pro
ject.org/package=raster

Hoegh-Guldberg, O., and J. F. Bruno. 2010. “The Impact of
Climate Change on the World’s Marine Ecosystems.”
Science 328: 1523–1528. doi:10.1126/science.1189930.

Holland-Bartels, L., and B. Pierce. 2011. An Evaluation of
the Science Needs to Inform Decisions on Outer
Continental Shelf Energy Development in the Chukchi
and Beaufort Seas, Alaska. US Geological Survey.
Circular 1370, 278 p. http://pubs.usgs.giv/circ/1370/.

Hollowed, A. B., B. Planque, and H. Loeng. 2013. “Potential
Movement of Fish and Shellfish Stocks from the sub-
Arctic to the Arctic Ocean.” Fisheries Oceanography 22:
355–370. doi:10.1111/fog.2013.22.issue-5.

Holon, F., N. Mouquet, P. Boissery, M. Bouchoucha, G.
Delaruelle, A.-S. Tribot, and J. Deter. 2015. “Fine-Scale
Cartography of Human Impacts along French
Mediterranean Coasts: A Relevant Map for the
Management of Marine Ecosystems.” PLoS ONE 10:
e0135473. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0135473.

Hong, N. 2012. “The Melting Arctic and Its Impact on China’s
Maritime Transport.” Research in Transportation Economics
35: 50–57. doi:10.1016/j.retrec.2011.11.003.

Huntington, H. P., R. Daniel, A. Hartsig, K. Harun, M.
Heiman, R. Meehan, G. Noongwook, et al. 2015.
“Vessels, Risks, and Rules: Planning for Safe Shipping
in Bering Strait.” Marine Policy 51: 119–127.
doi:10.1016/j.marpol.2014.07.027.

Johnston, P. F. 2010. “Arctic Energy Resources and Global
Energy Security.” Journal of Military and Strategic Studies
12 (2): 1–20.

Kerr, R. A. 2002. “A Warmer Arctic Means Change for All.”
Science 297: 1490–1493. doi:10.1126/science.297.5586.1490.

Knights, A. M., R. S. Koss, and L. A. Robinson. 2013.
“Identifying Common Pressure Pathways from a
Complex Network of Human Activities to Support
Ecosystem-Based Management.” Ecological Applications
23: 755–765. doi:10.1890/12-1137.1.

Korpinen, S., and J. H. Andersen. 2016. “A Global Review
of Cumulative Pressure and Impact Assessments in
Marine Environments.” Frontiers in Marine Science 3:
153. doi:10.3389/fmars.2016.00153.

Korpinen, S., L. Meski, J. H. Andersen, and M. Laamanen.
2012. “Human Pressures and Their Potential Impact on
the Baltic Sea Ecosystem.” Ecological Indicators 15: 105–
114. doi:10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.09.023.

Kraska, J., and B. Baker. 2014. “Emerging Arctic Security
Challenges.” Briefing Paper. Center for a New American
Security. https://www.cnas.org/.

Larsen, J. N., O. A. Anisimov, A. Constable, A. B. Hollowed, N.
Maynard, P. Prestrud, T. D. Prowse, and J. M. Stone. 2014.
“Polar Regions. Pages 1567–1612 Climate Change 2014:
Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Part B: REgional
Aspects.” Contribution of Working Group II to the Fifth
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Longley, K., and A. Lipsky. 2013. “Human Use
Characterization and Visualization in Marine Spatial
Planning Efforts in the Northeast.” Oceans - San Diego
2013: 1–8.

Marcotte, D., S. K. Hung, and S. Caquard. 2015. “Mapping
Cumulative Impacts on Hong Kong’s Pink Dolphin
Population.” Ocean & Coastal Management 109: 51–63.
doi:10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2015.02.002.

Maxwell, S. M., E. L. Hazen, S. J. Bograd, B. S. Halpern, G. A.
Breed, B. Nickel, N. M. Teutschel, et al. 2013. “Cumulative
Human Impacts on Marine Predators.” Nature
Communications 4: 2688. doi:10.1038/ncomms3688.

Michel, K., and P. Noble. 2008. “Technological Advances in
Maritime Transportation.” The Bridge 38: 33–40.

Micheli, F., B. S. Halpern, S. Walbridge, S. Ciriaco, F.
Ferretti, S. Fraschetti, R. Lewison, L. Nykjaer, and A.
A. Rosenberg. 2013. “Cumulative Human Impacts on
Mediterranean and Black Sea Marine Ecosystems:
Assessing Current Pressures and Opportunities.” Plos
One 8: e79889. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0079889.

National Ice Center (NIC) and NSIDC. 2010, updated daily.
Multisensor Analyzed Sea Ice Extent – Northern
Hemisphere. Developed by F. Fetterer, M. Savoie, S.
Helfrich, and P. Clemente-Colón. Boulder, CO: National
Snow and Ice Data Center. doi:10.7265/N5GT5K3K.

Pollock, R. 2009. “Economic Feasibility of Shipping
Containers through the Arctic. Thesis, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology.

Prandi, P., M. Ablain, A. Cazenave, and N. Picot. 2012. “A
New Estimation of Mean Sea Level in the Arctic Ocean
from Satellite Altimetry.” Marine Geodesy 35: 61–81.
doi:10.1080/01490419.2012.718222.

R Core Team. 2016. R: A Language and Environment for
Statistical Computing. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for
Statistical Computing.

Richter-Menge, J., J. E. Overland, and J. T. Mathis. 2016.
Arctic Report Card 2016. NOAA. http://www.arctic.noaa.
gov/Report-Card/Report-Card-2016.

Smith, L. C., and S. R. Stephenson. 2013. “New Trans-
Arctic Shipping Routes Navigable by Midcentury.”
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 110:
E1191–E1195. doi:10.1073/pnas.1214212110.

Smith, M. A. 2010. Arctic Marine Synthesis: Atlas of the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas. Anchorage: Audobon Alaska
and Oceana.

Stroeve, J., and W. Meier. 2012. “Arctic Sea Ice Decline.” In
Greenhouse Gases - Emission, Measurement and
Management, edited by G. Liu. InTech. doi:10.5772/
34472. https://www.intechopen.com/books/greenhouse-
gases-emission-measurement-and-management/arctic-
sea-ice-decline.

Su, F., J. C. Adam, L. C. Bowling, and D. P. Lettenmaier.
2005. “Streamflow Simulations of the Terrestrial Arctic
Domain.” Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres
110: D08112. doi:10.1029/2004JD005518.

Teck, S. J., B. S. Halpern, C. V. Kappel, F. Micheli, K.
A. Selkoe, C. M. Crain, R. Martone, et al. 2010.
“Using Expert Judgment to Estimate Marine
Ecosystem Vulnerability in the California Current.”
Ecological Applications 20: 1402–1416. doi:10.1890/
09-1173.1.

Thaminnen, J., and A. Arola. 2013. Aura OMI Global Surface
UVBData product-OMUVBd (Version 003). http://disc.sci.
gsfc.nasa.gov/Aura/data-holdings/OMI/omuvbd_v003.
shtml.

UNESCO. 2009. Climate Change and Arctic Sustainable
Development: Scientific, Social, Cultural and
Educational Challenges. Paris: UNESCO.

VanDerWal, J., L. Falconi, S. Januchowski, L. Shoo, and C.
Storlie. 2014. “SDMTools: Species Distribution
Modelling Tools.” R package version 1.1-221. https://
CRAN.R-project.org/package=SDMTools.

Wassmann, P., C. M. Duarte, S. Agustí, and M. K. Sejr.
2011. “Footprints of Climate Change in the Arctic

12 J. C. AFFLERBACH ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1149345
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=raster
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=raster
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1189930
https://doi.org/10.1111/fog.2013.22.issue-5
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0135473
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retrec.2011.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.07.027
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.297.5586.1490
https://doi.org/10.1890/12-1137.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2015.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms3688
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0079889
https://doi.org/10.7265/N5GT5K3K
https://doi.org/10.1080/01490419.2012.718222
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1214212110
https://doi.org/10.1029/2004JD005518
https://doi.org/10.1890/09-1173.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/09-1173.1
http://disc.sci.gsfc.nasa.gov/Aura/data-holdings/OMI/omuvbd_v003.shtml
http://disc.sci.gsfc.nasa.gov/Aura/data-holdings/OMI/omuvbd_v003.shtml
http://disc.sci.gsfc.nasa.gov/Aura/data-holdings/OMI/omuvbd_v003.shtml
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=SDMTools
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=SDMTools


Marine Ecosystem.” Global Change Biology 17: 1235–
1249. doi:10.1111/gcb.2010.17.issue-2.

Watson, R. A. 2017. “A Database of Global Marine
Commercial, Small-Scale, Illegal and Unreported Fisheries
Catch 1950–2014.” Scientific Data 4: 170039. doi:10.1038/
sdata.2017.39.

Wendler, G., L. Chen, and B. Moore. 2013. “Recent Sea
Ice Increase and Temperature Decrease in the Bering

Sea Area, Alaska.” Theoretical and Applied
Climatology 117: 393–398. doi:10.1007/s00704-013-
1014-x.

Wood, K. R., N. A. Bond, S. L. Danielson, J. E. Overland, S. A.
Salo, P. J. Stabeno, and J. Whitefield. 2015. “A Decade of
Environmental Change in the Pacific Arctic Region.”
Progress in Oceanography 136: 12–31. doi:10.1016/j.
pocean.2015.05.005.

ECOSYSTEM HEALTH AND SUSTAINABILITY 13

https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.2010.17.issue-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.39
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.39
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-013-1014-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-013-1014-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2015.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pocean.2015.05.005

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study region
	Stressors
	Ice mask
	Stressor seasonality

	Habitats
	Habitat vulnerability weights

	Calculating cumulative impact scores

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	References



