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Polar oceans face increasing human 

pressures and stand at the forefront of 

climate change impacts

Climate-smart marine spatial planning (MSP) 

can play a pivotal role in the conservation 

and sustainability of polar regions

Managing increasing human 

pressures in the polar oceans is 

both highly complex and cri t ical ly 

urgent  for  people and the planet.

Polar regions are vita l to the 

health and functioning of our 

ocean and to global  cl imate 

regulation. Marine spatial  planning (MSP)  is a 

comprehensive, mult isectora l and multi -

object ive area-based management 

approach that aims to balance multiple 

human demands whi lst  supporting ocean 

health.
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MSP is largely underdeveloped in 

polar  regions (few Arctic ini t iatives, 

no formal Antarctic effor ts).

MSP is appl ied widely,  

being developed in 120+ 

nations around the 

wor ld.

ARCTIC

ANTARCTIC
We used onl ine surveys targeting polar 

experts (from 30+ countries) to assess levels 

of l iteracy, status, opportuni t ies and 

chal lenges to MSP in polar waters.

Climate-smart MSP can address the 

challenges of today, while identifying 

pathways towards the best possible 

version of tomorrow.

Fig. 1 | Self-reported knowledge of survey respondents with polar regions 

(A) and their familiarity with marine spatial planning (MSP) (B), scored from 

very low (1) to very high (5). Respondents with a polar knowledge score 

lower than ‘3’ (*) were excluded from all subsequent quantitative analyses. 

Heatmap showcasing the percentage of polar experts according to their 

familiarity score with the corresponding polar region and the concept of 

MSP (C). 

Fig. 2 | Respondents’ awareness of strategic documents (treaties, policies, 

or strategies) mentioning the need to develop and implement marine 

spatial planning (MSP) in polar regions (A) and of MSP-related initiatives 

(marine spatial plans, pilot projects, research projects) taking place in polar 

regions (B). Number of distinct responses provided by respondents (for 

both strategic documents and initiatives) that are specific to polar regions, 

specific to marine protected areas (MPA), or related to MSP (C). 

Fig. 4 | Polar experts’ perceptions on the challenges that 

hinder MSP development in polar regions, presented as 

the percentage of respondents selecting each issue. 

(Arctic: n = 26; Antarctic: n = 35.)

Fig. 5 | Polar experts’ perceptions on the relevance of different human-related 

pressures (A) in the Arctic region and (B) in the Antarctic region, scored from very low 

(1) to very high (5) relevance. 
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The present study, developed under the ERC project PLAnT, is submitted for peer review in an international scientific journal.
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