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Insights From a Rapid Prototyping Exercise 
Focused on Management of 
Double‐crested Cormorants

Decision Problem

• Increasing populations of DCCO have had perceived or 
real impact on natural resources.

• Multiple competing objectives suggest the need to 
develop a framework to inform management 
decisions.    
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Alternatives

•A: “Do nothing” alternative
•B: Culling 50% of adults
•C: Egg oiling on all local colonies
•D: Status quo option (i.e., culling 20% of adults; egg oiling on 

select colonies)
•E: Culling 50% of adults & egg oiling on all local islands
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Consequence Table

FISHERIES SAFETY
CO‐

NESTS #DCCO VEG FISH

A:Do Nothing 0.15 10 0.3 9,000 ‐10 0.35

B:Cull 50% 0.03 5 0.5 4500 0 0.22

C:Egg oil on all 
colonies 0.12 6 0.2 9000 ‐12 0.3

D:Status Quo 0.1 4 0.25 7000 ‐5 0.31

E:Cull 50%+all oil 0.03 3 0.2 4500 0 0.2

ETHICS MGMT‐RESP. AESTHETICS BUDGET COLLAB.

A:Do Nothing 8 10 8 0 0

B:Cull 50% 4 2 3 20,000 0.8

C:Egg oil on all 
colonies 6 6 6 12,000 1

D:Status Quo 4 2 3 20,000 1

E:Cull 50%+all oil 3 1 1 35,000 1

Trade‐Off/Sensitivity
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Special Considerations

• Time step

– Benefits may not be seen on annual time step

• Spatial scale

– Local vs. Flyaway

• Layers of uncertainty

• Additional alternatives

• Maintain momentum 

• Form “steering committee” with stakeholder involvement at national 
and state level

• Need additional coordination

• MI DNR and other stakeholders

• NY DEC and other stakeholders

• Integrate with flyway scale

• Find funding support

• $$ for coordination meetings & travel support

• Resource support (e.g., for coach and staff time)

• Future SDM proposals (MSU, Cornell)

• Use process to inform development of next Environmental 
Assessment

Next Steps


