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Abstract

Science and environmental protection are intimately linked in the Antarctic, as reflected by 
the region’s international designation as a natural reserve, devoted to peace and science. The 
objective of the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty (Environmental 
Protocol) is to comprehensively protect the Antarctic environment, including its globally-
significant scientific values. The Environmental Protocol established the Committee for 
Environmental Protection (CEP) to support Antarctic nations to address ongoing, new and 
emerging environmental challenges, drawing on the best available scientific advice. The CEP 
requires a sound understanding of the state of the Antarctic environment, how it is changing 
and how it is likely to change in the future, the consequences of interactions between human 
activities in the Antarctic region and the environment, and also the environmental implications 
of pressures from outside the region. The Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR) is a 
significant and valued contributor to that work, and along with other expert organisations plays 
an important role in ensuring the Committee’s work is informed by the best available science. 
The CEP has outlined its priorities in a rolling five-year work plan that also identifies associated 
science, knowledge and information needs. Continued close collaboration between the CEP and 
the science community is vital, and there are various avenues for science to continue to inform 
international efforts to ensure the wise management and protection of Antarctica.
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Introduction

Science is often described as the currency of the Antarctic Treaty system1, and it is undeniable that 
cooperation in the conduct and support of regionally- and globally-important science is the main 
glue that binds nations in their Antarctic endeavours. The considerable weight assigned to science 
as an indicator of meaningful Antarctic engagement is reflected in the requirement to carry out 
‘substantial scientific research’ in Antarctica as a pre-requisite for attaining decision-making status in 
the primary governance forum, the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting (ATCM)2. The standing 
and reputation of the nations active in Antarctica also rests, in no small part, on their commitment 
and actions with regard to protecting the environmental (including scientific) values of the region. 
Indeed, formally undertaking to comprehensively protect the Antarctic environment is a further pre-
requisite for participating in decision-making3.

These central tenets of the Antarctic Treaty system – to work together to expand scientific knowledge 
of the region and to safeguard its truly exceptional environmental values – are not pursued in 
isolation from each other. In practice, Antarctic science and environmental protection objectives are 
intimately and necessarily linked. Science informs and supports,  environmental protection efforts, 
which in turn serve to maintain the scientific values of Antarctica. This mutually beneficial synergy 
is reflected at the very highest level, through the designation of Antarctica under international law 
– the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty (hereafter the Environmental 
Protocol) – as a ‘natural reserve, devoted to peace and science’4. 

When the Antarctic Treaty Parties negotiated the Environmental Protocol in the late 1980s and very 
early 1990s they captured the clear understanding, evident also in preceding environmental measures 
adopted through the ATCM such as the 1980 Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine 
Living Resources, that science is fundamental for ensuring robust and lasting protection of Antarctica’s 
environmental values, and that the unique opportunities Antarctica offers for science must also be 
protected. Accordingly, the Parties wrote into the body of the Environmental Protocol several obligations 
to promote their vision of an effective connection between science and environmental protection. 
These include requirements that policy for the comprehensive protection of the Antarctic environment 
and associated measures must draw upon ‘the best scientific and technical advice available’5, and must 
consider the advice of the peak international Antarctic science body, the Scientific Committee on 
Antarctic Research (SCAR)6, and relevant other expert scientific organisations.

The Environmental Protocol established over-arching principles that further strengthen the 
connections between science and environmental protection. These include the requirements that 
protection of Antarctica’s ‘value as an area for conducting scientific research, in particular research 
essential to understanding the global environment’ must be a fundamental consideration, and 
that all activities must be planned and conducted on the basis of ‘information sufficient to allow 
prior assessments of, and informed judgments about, their possible impacts on the Antarctic 
environment and dependent and associated ecosystems and on the value of Antarctica for the 
conduct of scientific research’7. 

The Environmental Protocol also established the Committee for Environmental Protection 
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(hereafter the CEP or Committee), a new international body to support the Parties and to serve as 
the primary interface between Antarctic environmental policy and science. The CEP plays a central 
and significant role in carrying forward the vision outlined above, and has now been operating for 
over 20 years. This paper reviews its roles, priorities and related science needs, and outlines some of 
the many ways in which science informs its ongoing efforts to support the wise management and 
protection of Antarctica.

Role of the Committee for Environmental Protection

The Environmental Protocol represented the Antarctic Treaty Parties’ best efforts to ensure the robust 
and lasting protection of Antarctica, in light of the known and reasonably foreseeable environmental 
challenges at the time of its drafting. The objectives, principles and requirements established by 
the Environmental Protocol and its associated Annexes were framed accordingly and included, for 
example, requirements for prior environmental impact assessment of all proposed activities, for 
indefinitely prohibiting mining and mineral exploration, for preventing the introduction of non-
native species, for managing past and contemporary waste, and for affording special protections to 
certain species and areas. However, the Parties recognised that their work would not be complete 
with the signing of Environmental Protocol, and that there would be a continuing need for expert 
advice on how to address ongoing, new and emerging environmental challenges. This was to be the 
role of the CEP, which would bring Antarctic nations together to discuss and agree on how best to 
advance their shared commitment to comprehensively protect the environment. 

The CEP first met in 1998 in Tromsø, Norway, following the entry into force that year of the 
Environmental Protocol, and it generally meets annually in conjunction with the Antarctic Treaty 
Consultative Meeting (ATCM)8. Each Party to the Environmental Protocol is entitled to be a member 
of the Committee, and membership has grown from 27 in 1998 to 41 in 2020. The current CEP 
membership represents the majority of the 54 Antarctic Treaty Contracting Parties, and includes all 
those nations with active Antarctic programs. In recent years there have been coordinated efforts to 
encourage and support all remaining Antarctic Treaty Parties to also accede to the Environmental 
Protocol9. This recognises the value of expanding the community of nations that are formally 
committed to protecting the Antarctic environment, and of increasing the breadth of expertise and 
experience available within the CEP.

Sessions of the CEP also involve representatives of other international organisations with 
environmental, scientific and technical expertise relevant to the protection of Antarctica, which have 
‘observer’ status in the Committee. While some of these observers are identified through a Decision 
of the ATCM10, representatives of key scientific bodies, including the SCAR President and the 
Chair of the Scientific Committee for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (SC-
CAMLR), are identified in the body of the Environmental Protocol itself as standing observers11. 
The current CEP Members and Observers are presented in Table 1.

The Committee’s overall role is to provide advice and formulate recommendations to the Parties on 
implementing the Environmental Protocol13. Its work is broad-ranging, covering virtually all matters 
under the umbrella of environmental protection. Article 12 of the Environmental Protocol identifies 
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Table 1. Members and Observers of the Committee for Environmental Protection (as at 12 
October 2020)12  

Argentina
Belgium
Canada
Colombia
Finland
Greece
Japan
Monaco
Norway
Poland
Russian Federation
Sweden
Ukraine
Uruguay

Austria
Estonia
Iceland
Mongolia
Slovenia

Scientific Committee 
for the Conservation of 
Antarctic Marine Living 
Resources (SC-CAMLR)

Antarctic and Southern 
Ocean Coalition (ASOC)

Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change 
(IPCC)

World Meteorological 
Organization (WMO)

Cuba
Guatemala
Kazakhstan
Papua New Guinea

Council of Managers 
of National Antarctic 
Programs (COMNAP)

International 
Association of 
Antarctica Tour 
Operators (IAATO)

International Union 
for the Conservation of 
Nature (IUCN)

Denmark
Hungary
Korea (DPRK)
Slovakia

Scientific Committee 
on Antarctic Research 
(SCAR)

International 
Hydrographic 
Organization (IHO)

United Nations 
Environment Programme 
(UNEP)

Australia
Brazil
Chile
Czechia
France
India
Korea (RoK)
Netherlands
Pakistan
Portugal
South Africa
Switzerland
United Kingdom
Venezuela

Belarus
Bulgaria
China
Ecuador
Germany
Italy
Malaysia
New Zealand
Peru
Romania
Spain
Turkey
United States

Members

Observers Other Contracting Parties to the Antarctic Treaty

Standing Observers

Other scientific, environmental and technical organisations
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the following particular matters the Committee is to consider:
•the effectiveness of measures taken pursuant to this Protocol
•the need to update, strengthen or otherwise improve such measures
•the need for additional measures, including the need for additional Annexes, where appropriate
•the application and implementation of the environmental impact assessment procedures set out 
in Article 8 and Annex I
•means of minimising or mitigating environmental impacts of activities in the Antarctic Treaty 
area;
•procedures for situations requiring urgent action, including response action in environmental 
emergencies
•the operation and further elaboration of the Antarctic Protected Area system
•inspection procedures, including formats for inspection reports and checklists for the conduct 
of inspections
•the collection, archiving, exchange and evaluation of information related to environmental 
protection;
•the state of the Antarctic environment
•the need for scientific research, including environmental monitoring, related to the 
implementation of this Protocol.

Drawing on the best available scientific advice and expertise of its membership and observers, 
the Committee supports the development and application of ‘tools’ for protecting the Antarctic 
environment, in the form of binding regulations and non-binding guidelines. A short publication 
prepared by the Committee in 2016, on 25 Years of the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the 
Antarctic Treaty14 outlined some of the tools it had developed to that time, and the Secretariat of the 
Antarctic Treaty maintains a current list on its website15. Broadly speaking, these include:

•area-based tools: to prohibit, regulate or guide activities in particular areas, such as the 
designation and management of Antarctic Specially Protected Areas (ASPAs), Antarctic Specially 
Managed Areas (ASMAs) and Historic Sites and Monuments (HSMs)16, site-specific Visitor Site 
Guidelines17;
•value-based tools: to protect particular values wherever they occur, such as Specially Protected 
Species designations18 or the Guidelines for handling of pre-1958 historic remains19;
•activity-related tools: to regulate or guide the ways particular activities interact with the 
environment, such as the Clean-Up Manual20 or the Environmental Guidelines for Operation of 
Remotely Piloted Aircraft Systems (RPAS) in Antarctica21; and 
•generally applicable tools: that apply to all activities in all locations, such as the Guidelines for 
Environmental Impact Assessment in Antarctica22 or the Non-Native Species Manual23.

Such tools need to keep pace with changing circumstances, and indeed the situation in Antarctica 
has not remained static since the Environmental Protocol was adopted in 1991. Over the subsequent 
decades, the types and locations of human activities in the region have changed, with new stations 
and science support facilities established (e.g. Brooks et al., 2019) and a marked increase in the 
level and types of tourism activities and locations visited (e.g. IAATO, 2020 and New Zealand, 
2012). Advances in technologies have allowed for new interactions with the environment, with both 
positive and negative implications. For example, remotely piloted aircraft systems, or drones, can 
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now support research, monitoring and operational activities that might have previously required the 
use of large, noisy and more costly piloted aircraft, but also present new environmental challenges 
such as the potential for wildlife disturbance. The state of scientific knowledge has also improved 
and provided, for example, improved knowledge related to the impacts of activities (e.g. Coetzee 
and Chown, 2015), greater insights into terrestrial biogeography (e.g. Terauds and Lee, 2016), and 
a better – though still developing –  understanding of largely ‘external’ pressures, particularly climate 
change (e.g. Turner et al., 2009). These and other such developments must be drawn into the mix to 
inform the Parties’ actions and, accordingly, to shape the Committee’s work.

CEP priorities and science needs

Reflecting its wide-ranging responsibilities, the Committee’s agenda and activities cover a broad 
spectrum of environmental issues. To help focus the individual and collective efforts of Members and 
Observers towards the most important issues, since 2008 the Committee has maintained a rolling 
five-year work plan24. The issues and priorities identified in the work plan are revisited at each CEP 
meeting. Long-standing high priorities include:

•addressing the risks to biodiversity associated with non-native species, including transfer to 
Antarctica, transfer of species between locations, marine non-native species risks, and effective 
monitoring, control and eradication measures;
•further developing the Antarctic protected areas system by identifying and designating specially 
protected areas, in a systematic way, to help ensure the robust and lasting protection of the range 
of environmental, scientific and other values of Antarctica;
•supporting the Parties’ desire to ensure the appropriate management of Antarctic tourism by 
better understanding how tourism interacts with the environment, and the potential consequences 
of those interactions; and
•understanding and addressing the implications of climate change in the Antarctic for the 
protection and management of the environment.

Some other issues that feature on the Committee’s work plan include the repair or remediation 
of environmental damage, monitoring and state of the environment reporting, marine spatial 
protection and management, implementing and improving Antarctic environmental impact 
assessment provisions, enhancing biodiversity knowledge, protecting outstanding geological values, 
and managing historic heritage. 

Because knowledge of Antarctica is incomplete, and the situation is not static, the Committee 
continually requires new and updated scientific information to keep pace with these and other 
challenges. It requires a sound understanding of the state of the Antarctic environment, how it is 
changing and how it is likely to change in the future, the consequences of interactions between human 
activities in the Antarctic region and the environment, and also the environmental implications of 
pressures from outside the region. 

The Committee is an environmental advisory body, not strictly a scientific body, but its progress on 
these issues and priorities benefits greatly from the ready availability of scientific information that is:

•relevant: addressing the priority issues under consideration at the time, or drawing attention to 

The Committee for Environmental Protection and the important role of 
science in international efforts to protect the Antarctic environment’



7·

emerging issues that may require consideration;
•high quality: adhering to the fundamental principles of scientific rigour and impartiality 
(Hughes et al., 2018) and presenting the state of knowledge, while also highlighting gaps in 
knowledge, uncertainties and differences of opinion in the scientific community; and
•accessible: synthesising the state of knowledge on an issue for a region or topic, avoiding overly 
technical language, describing the salient points arising from data rather than presenting raw 
data, and using figures and maps where helpful.

Without such ‘policy-relevant’ scientific information, the CEP would lack critical input for the 
policy-making process of understanding the nature of an issue, identifying the suite of options, 
deciding on a preferred approach, and evaluating the success or otherwise of the chosen course 
of action. In short, credible scientific information about the Antarctic environment, and the 
relationships between human activities and the environment, is a key requirement for the CEP to 
effectively fulfil its mandate to provide advice and recommendations to the Antarctic Treaty Parties. 

Scientific information has contributed, and continues to contribute, to advancing the CEP’s priorities, 
and there are many good examples of the transfer of science into environmental management and 
policy. For example, guiding principles25 and practical measures26 for preventing the introduction 
of non-native species into the Antarctic terrestrial environment have been directly informed by 
dedicated research to understand and quantify risks27. Spatial analyses such as the Environmental 
Domains Analysis of Antarctica28, the Antarctic Conservation Biogeographic Regions29, and the 
Assessment of Important Bird Areas30 in Antarctica have been recognised as relevant and important 
bases for the further development of the Antarctic protected areas system.

Science is made available to inform the Committee’s work in several ways. Foremost among these 
is via the direct involvement of SCAR, which advances its mission by providing ‘independent and 
objective scientific advice and information to the Antarctic Treaty System and other bodies’31. The 
uptake of SCAR’s advice by the Committee is enhanced by its efforts to integrate research undertaken 
by scientists from many countries (Hughes et al., 2018). The SCAR Standing Committee on the 
Antarctic Treaty System (SC-ATS)32 is the coordinating point for delivering science from the wider 
SCAR community into the CEP, through papers to annual meetings, and through the involvement 
of SCAR representatives in the annual CEP meetings and intersessional processes. On the latter, for 
example, SCAR is an active participant in the work of the CEP Subsidiary Group on Climate Change 
Response (SGCCR) which, among other things, seeks to communicate the science needs identified 
in the Committee’s Climate Change Response Work Program, and to feed the knowledge associated 
from related research back into the Committee to help implement identified management actions. 
Further, a joint SCAR-CEP workshop on Further Developing the Antarctic Protected Area System, 
held in 2019, provided a valuable forum for extended and productive discussions between SCAR 
and CEP representatives on this priority issue, including the identification of related challenges and 
science and policy actions33. 

Under the CEP’s Rules of Procedure, SCAR is one of only three observer organisations (together 
with SC-CAMLR and COMNAP) that, like CEP Members, are able to submit Working Papers 
(i.e. papers for discussion and action). This ‘observer’ label is appropriate in the context of an 
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international forum for decision-making by member States, but perhaps doesn’t adequately reflect 
SCAR’s significant role in advancing the objectives of the Environmental Protocol. It makes regular 
and highly-valued contributions34 to the work of the Antarctic Treaty Parties and the CEP, and by 
volume of meeting papers ranks among the most prolific contributors. Some of these papers are 
co-authored with CEP Member Parties or other Observers35, reflecting a considered partnership 
approach to the conduct and communication of Antarctic science, and also the multiple hats worn 
by some members of the Antarctic science community. Some SCAR papers respond to specific 
requests from the CEP or Parties for SCAR’s advice on the current state of scientific knowledge 
on an issue. Examples include the regular updates to the 2009 SCAR Antarctic Climate Change 
Environment Report36, assessments of the conservation status of Antarctic species37, and various 
reports on scientific knowledge about the effect of noise on marine wildlife38. Yet other papers pro-
actively draw the Committee’s attention to emerging issues that may warrant Members’ individual 
or collective attention39.

Other observer organisations also contribute significantly to ensuring the Committee has available 
a sound scientific basis for its deliberations. The Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition (ASOC) 
has within its network experts on many environmental issues, and it regularly brings forward 
comprehensive reviews of research relevant to the Committee’s work, such as on climate change40.
Similarly, the International Association of Antarctica Tour Operators (IAATO) draws on the current 
state of scientific knowledge to underpin requirements and guidelines for its member activities, 
which in turn inform discussions in the CEP41. The World Meteorological Organization (WMO) 
provides information regarding its programs that can assist with understanding climate change and 
its implications for the Antarctic region42, and also engages in the intersessional work of the SGCCR.
 
Of course the CEP Members themselves also contribute considerable scientific knowledge and 
expertise, drawing on their Antarctic science communities, their involvement in international 
programs, and the published scientific literature to inform their positions in debates at meetings 
and in intersessional processes. They actively share relevant research through meeting papers, 
sometimes simply bringing attention to newly published scientific literature of relevance to topics 
of interest43, and at other times taking the further step of incorporating such research as a basis 
for proposed new tools44.

As well as seeking scientific advice from partner bodies such as SCAR, the CEP often builds into its 
own detailed work programs actions to seek out new or updated scientific knowledge. The SGCCR 
mentioned above is a good example of this, but others include the Committee’s detailed intersessional 
processes to undertake five-year reviews of the Non-Native Species Manual and Clean-Up Manual, 
both of which included in the early stages comprehensive reviews of new research relevant to the 
related environmental risks and management options.

The CEP does not itself have a mechanism or the administrative support to undertake science or 
even keep track of relevant scientific developments45, so that responsibility has largely been borne 
by relatively well-resourced Members, and by SCAR. To complement those much-needed efforts, 
the Antarctic Environments Portal presents a further source of science-based information relevant 
to the interests of the CEP. Now managed by SCAR, the Portal was originally hosted and developed 
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by New Zealand, in collaboration with SCAR and several other Antarctic Treaty Parties. The simple 
yet laudable aim of the Portal is to place up-to-date ‘policy-ready’ information about priority and 
emerging Antarctic environmental issues at the fingertips of anyone who needs it. The main target 
audience is CEP Members, Antarctic Treaty Parties and their national representatives, but the Portal 
also serves a variety of other stakeholders. For users, the Portal is a website (www.environments.
aq) that presents succinct and science-based summaries of key issues, as well as an interactive map 
that can display and overlay a variety of environmental and activity layers. Behind the scenes, 
the information summaries are developed through a rigorous editorial processing involving both 
scientific peer-review and review to ensure an absence of bias or other issues that may might prove 
sensitive in the particular legal and political circumstances of Antarctica, and which might present 
impediments to uptake in the consensus-based setting of the Committee. The CEP and ATCM 
have commended the Portal as an important source of high quality, accurate, non-political and up-
to-date scientific advice for use by Parties on a voluntary basis, and have requested SCAR to use the 
Portal, as appropriate, for providing state-of-knowledge reports on issues of policy and management 
relevance46. The Portal continues to be developed, and the CEP is regularly invited to review its 
Content Management Plan and make suggestions for new and revised information summaries. 

Over the years, the CEP has regularly highlighted the importance of high quality science-based 
information to support and inform its work, and the importance of close engagement with the science 
community. The Committee has also regularly encouraged scientific activity to enhance the state of 
knowledge on which to base effective environmental protection measures. However, until recently, 
these identified ‘science needs’ were dispersed across various sources. The final reports of annual CEP 
meetings often contained a record of the Committee’s agreement that further research was needed to 
better understand an issue, or to inform related environmental protection measures. Similarly, issue-
specific work plans such as the Climate Change Response Work Program and guidance documents 
such as the Non-Native Species Manual and Clean-Up Manual identified priority areas for research. 
As a consequence, it was difficult even for experienced CEP representatives, let alone more recent 
participants, partner organisations or members of the science community, to gain a full picture of the 
types of science the Committee had already highlighted as important to inform its work.

Papers presented to the CEP meetings in 2017 and 2018 drew together ‘science needs’ previously 
identified by the Committee, in the broader context of considering ways to ensure the CEP 
could remain well placed to support the Parties’ efforts to comprehensively protect the Antarctic 
environment47. In discussion, the Committee highlighted the importance of retaining close links 
between its work and science. Further, the Committee agreed that having a consolidated list of its 
identified science, knowledge and information needs would be useful as a communications tool for 
its engagement with the ATCM and other stakeholders, would help with promoting and supporting 
science to better understand and address the environmental challenges facing Antarctica, would help 
to ensure that it received relevant science input, and would support collaboration and prioritisation 
of related science48. The Committee decided to incorporate the science needs directly into its five-
year work plan, to identify the links to priority issues and to ensure regular updates as needed. In the 
agreed format the five-year work plan now presents each issue, the relative priority assigned by the 
Committee (1-3 = higher to lower), associated actions, a program of tasks for the coming five-year 
period, and the related ‘science knowledge and information needs’ identified by the Committee. An 
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example of this format is presented in Table 2.

From here, the Committee’s science, knowledge and information needs will be reviewed and 
revised as appropriate, as part of the regular process during its annual meeting to update the five-
year work plan. Publishing the science needs in conjunction with the policy needs should support 
broad engagement in efforts to better understand and address the environmental challenges facing 
Antarctica, including by guiding Members’ respective national Antarctic science communities 
and national science processes, by identifying areas for collaboration between national science 
communities, and by supporting collaboration between the CEP and other organisations and 
programs involved in research and monitoring in the Antarctic region (e.g. SCAR, WMO, Southern 
Ocean Observing System). Some of the science needs currently presented in the five-year work plan 
are described in fairly general terms, so future updates would usefully consider whether they give 
scientific partners and stakeholders sufficient guidance to inform a response.

As a core component of the CEP five-year work plan, the incorporated science knowledge and 
information needs are now publicly available on the website of the Secretariat of the Antarctic 
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Actions
1.Continue developing practical guidelines & resources for all Antarctic operators.
2.Implement related actions identified in the Climate Change Response Work Programme
3.Consider the spatially explicit, activity-differentiated risk assessments to mitigate the risks 
posed by terrestrial non-native species.
4.Develop a surveillance strategy for areas at high risk of non-native species establishment.
5.Give additional attention to the risks posed by intra-Antarctic transfer of propagules.

Science, knowledge and information needs
•Identify terrestrial and marine regions and habitats at risk of introduction
•Identify native species at risk of relocation and vectors and pathways for intracontinental 
transfer
•Synthesise knowledge of Antarctic biodiversity, biogeography and bioregionalisation and 
undertake baseline studies to establish which native species are present
•Identify pathways for the introduction of marine species (including risks CEP Five-year Work 
Plan 2019 associated with wastewater discharge)
•Assess risks and pathways for introduction of microorganisms that might impact on existing 
microbial communities
•Monitor for non-native species in the terrestrial and marine environments (including 
microbial activity near sewage treatment plant discharges)
•Identify techniques to rapidly respond to non-native species introductions
•Identify pathways for introduction of non-native species without any direct human 
intervention

Priority 1 Issue: Introduction of non-native species
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Actions
1.Respond to further request from the ATCM related to repair and remediation, as 
appropriate. 
2.Monitor progress on the establishment of Antarctic-wide inventory of sites of past activity. 
3.Consider guidelines for repair and remediation. 
4.Members develop practical guidelines and supporting resources for inclusion in the 
Clean-up Manual. 
5.Continue developing bioremediation and repair practices for inclusion in the Clean-up 
Manual. 

Science, knowledge and information needs
•Research to inform the establishment of appropriate environmental quality targets for the 
repair or remediation of environmental damage in Antarctica 
•Techniques to prevent mobilisation of contaminants such as melt water diversion and 
containment barriers 
•Techniques for in situ and ex situ remediation of sites contaminated by fuel spills or other 
hazardous substances 

Priority 2 Issue: Repair or remediation of environmental damage

Treaty49. However, the Committee has also agreed it would be beneficial to actively communicate 
its science needs directly to relevant groups, possibly using alternative formats tailored to the target 
audiences. SCAR has indicated that the science needs will be helpful for its consideration of new 
scientific research programmes50. For science needs related to climate change in particular, the 
Committee has noted that the SGCCR could play an important communication role51.

The Committee has communicated this initial suite of science, knowledge and information needs to 
the ATCM, in keeping with its role under Article 12(k) of the Environmental Protocol to provide 
advice to the Antarctic Treaty Parties on the need for scientific research, including environmental 
monitoring. This advice has fed into ongoing priority discussions under the ATCM Multi-Year 
Strategic Work Plan related to Parties’ science priorities, future Antarctic science challenges, and 
opportunities for enhanced international collaboration52.

Concluding remarks

Almost 30 years after the adoption of the Environmental Protocol, there remains strong international 
commitment to protecting Antarctica, its environmental values and its value as a place for conducting 
globally-significant science. The Antarctic Treaty Parties recognise the key role that science and the 
CEP play in supporting those international efforts53.

In the face of ongoing, new and emerging environmental challenges, the CEP wants and needs to 
draw on the best available science to inform its work. Doing so helps to ensure the CEP can provide 
the best possible support to the Parties, and also aids with the consideration and uptake of the CEP’s 
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advice and recommendations by the decision-making body, the ATCM.

It remains important for the CEP to clearly articulate policy priorities and questions that can guide 
research efforts. Building on the first steps taken with the CEP five-year work plan and linked 
science, knowledge and information needs will assist in that regard. Positive outcomes will also 
depend on continued action to encourage and support science that will contribute to understanding 
and addressing the environmental challenges facing Antarctica. The Committee and Parties will 
also need to be alert and responsive to new and emerging issues, including those that may become 
apparent through welcome contributions from the science community.

The existing actions and relationships described in this paper contribute to promoting an active and 
effective interface between Antarctic science and environmental protection, and it is clear that the 
Committee values the significant contributions made by SCAR and other sources of timely, relevant 
and high-quality scientific advice. This interface requires ongoing care and attention, and continued 
close engagement between the CEP and the science community will be essential. Encouragingly, 
experience suggests that the desire for such engagement is strong. 
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Endnotes

1.The Antarctic Treaty system is the set of international agreements that collectively provide for the 
governance and management of the Antarctic region, taking into account its unique circumstances. Article 
1(e) of the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty defines Antarctic Treaty system 
as ‘the Antarctic Treaty, the measures in effect under that Treaty, its associated separate international 
instruments in force and the measures in effect under those instruments’.
2. Antarctic Treaty, Article IX(2) establishes this requirement for acceding Parties to attain what is 
commonly referred to as Antarctic Treaty Consultative Party status. This provision does not apply to the 
12 original signatories to the Antarctic Treaty, although it is arguable that their commitment had been 
demonstrated through their active participation in the 1957/58 International Geophysical Year, and in 
some cases their much earlier scientific efforts. There are currently 29 Consultative Parties and 25 Non-
Consultative Parties – see https://ats.aq/devAS/Parties.
2. Environmental Protocol, Article 2 and Article 22.4.
3. Environmental Protocol, Article 2 states ‘The Parties commit themselves to the comprehensive protection 
of the Antarctic environment and dependent and associated ecosystems and hereby designate Antarctica as 
a natural reserve, devoted to peace and science.’
4. Environmental Protocol, Article 10.1.
5. Environmental Protocol, Article 10.2, Article 11.4, Article 12.2.
6. Environmental Protocol, Article 3.
7. CEP Rules of Procedure, Rule 9. See https://documents.ats.aq/cephandbook/att469_e.pdf.
8. See ATCM Resolution 1 (2012) https://ats.aq/devAS/Meetings/Measure/515, the 2016 Santiago 
Declaration on the Twenty Fifth Anniversary of the signing of the Protocol on Environmental Protection 
to the Antarctic Treaty https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM39/ad/atcm39_ad003_e.pdf, and ATCM XLII 
/ IP153 Strengthening Support for the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty 
(Australia, France, Spain) https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/ip/ATCM42_ip153_e.doc.
9. See for example Decision 1 (2016) https://ats.aq/devAS/Meetings/Measure/631.
10. Environmental Protocol, Article 11.4.
11. See https://ats.aq/devAS/CEP/Authorities.
12. Environmental Protocol, Article 12.
13. See https://documents.ats.aq/atcm39/ww/atcm39_ww007_e.pdf.
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14. See https://ats.aq/devAS/EP/GuidelinesAndProcedures.
15. See https://ats.aq/devph/en/apa-database.
16. See https://ats.aq/devAS/Ats/VisitorSiteGuidelines.
17. Article 3 of Annex III to the Environmental Protocol provides that the CEP shall review and provide 
advice on the criteria for proposing native mammals, birds, plants or invertebrates for designation as a 
‘Specially Protected Species’, and on proposals for designation of Specially Protected Species. In developing 
its advice to the ATCM, the CEP is required to take into account any comments provided by SCAR and 
by other organisations as appropriate. The process is outlined in the Guidelines for CEP Consideration of 
Proposals for New and Revised Designations of Antarctic Specially Protected Species under Annex II of the 
Protocol https://documents.ats.aq/recatt/att381_e.pdf.
18. See https://documents.ats.aq/recatt/Att090_e.pdf.
19. See https://documents.ats.aq/recatt/Att667_e.pdf. 
20. See  https://documents.ats.aq/recatt/Att645_e.pdf. 
21. See https://documents.ats.aq/recatt/Att605_e.pdf.
22. See https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/WW/ATCM42_WW008_e.pdf.
23. See https://ats.aq/e/committee.html.
24. See CEP Non-Native Species Manual https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/WW/ATCM42_
WW008_e.pdf.
25. See SCAR/COMNAP Inter-continental Checklists For Supply chain managers of the National 
Antarctic Programmes for the  reduction in risk of transfer of non‐native species https://www.comnap.aq/
wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Intercontinental-Checklists-2019.pdf.
26. See for example Chown et al., 2012.
27. The Environmental Domains Analysis is a classification of the Antarctic continent into 21 distinct
Environments (also known as ‘Environmental Domains’) based on a suite of physical characteristics 
(climate, slope, land cover and geological data). See Morgan et al., 2007 and ATCM Resolution 3 (2008) 
https://ats.aq/devAS/Meetings/Measure/412.
28. The Antarctic Conservation Biogeographic Regions are 16 biologically distinct ice-free regions 
encompassing the
Antarctic continent and close-lying islands within the Antarctic Treaty area. See Terauds et al., 2012, 
Terauds & Lee, 2016 and ATCM Resolution 3 (2018) https://ats.aq/devAS/Meetings/Measure/661.
29. 204 bird breeding sites in Antarctica were identified as Important Bird Areas in Antarctica global 
criteria established by BirdLife International. See Harris et al., 2015 and ATCM Resolution 5 (2015) 
https://ats.aq/devAS/Meetings/Measure/616
30. See SCAR Strategic Plan 2017-2022 https://www.scar.org/library/scar-publications/strategic-
plans/774-2017-strategic-plan/file.
31. See https://www.scar.org/policy/scats/.
32. See ATCM XLII/IP165 (2019) Co-conveners’ report of the Joint SCAR / CEP Workshop on Further 
Developing the Antarctic Protected Area System. Prague, Czech Republic, 27-28 June 2019 https://
documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/ip/ATCM42_ip165_e.doc.
33. See ATCM Resolution 7 (2019) on SCAR’s Sixtieth Anniversary and the Role of SCAR in Providing 
Scientific Advice to Support the Work of the Antarctic Treaty System https://ats.aq/devAS/Meetings/
Measure/707.
34. Recent examples include the ATCM XLII/WP050 (2019) Review and Update of the “Checklists for 
supply chain managers of National Antarctic Programs for the reduction in risk of transfer of non-native 
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species” https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/wp/ATCM42_wp050_e.doc prepared jointly by SCAR and 
COMNAP, ATCMXLII/IP024 (2019) Systematic Conservation Plan for the Antarctic Peninsula Project 
Updates https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/ip/ATCM42_ip024_e.doc prepared jointly by SCAR and 
IAATO, and ATCM XLII/IP042 (2019) Emperor penguins - vulnerable to projected rates of warming 
and sea ice loss; an international collaboration to inform species-related conservation decision-making and 
conservation planning https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/ip/ATCM42_ip042_e.doc prepared jointly by 
SCAR, United Kingdom, Australia, Finland, France, Germany, Norway, Monaco and ASOC.
35. ATCM XLIII/IP136 (2019) Antarctic Climate Change and the Environment – 2019 Update 
(SCAR) https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/ip/ATCM42_ip136_e.doc. 
36. ATCM XXXI/WP10rev.1 (2008) Status of the Regional, Antarctic Population of the Southern Giant 
Petrel – Progress (SCAR) https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM31/wp/ATCM31_wp010_rev1_e.doc.  
37. For example ATCM XLII/WP68 (2019) Anthropogenic Noise in the Southern Ocean: an Update 
(SCAR) https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/wp/ATCM42_wp068_e.doc. 
38. For example ATCM XXXVIII/IP093 (2015) Monitoring biological invasion across the broader 
Antarctic: a baseline and indicator framework (SCAR) https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM38/ip/
ATCM38_ip093_e.doc, or ATCM XXXV/WP6 (2012) Reducing the risk of inadvertent non-native 
species introductions associated with fresh fruit and vegetable importation to Antarctica (SCAR) https://
documents.ats.aq/ATCM35/wp/ATCM35_wp006_e.doc. 
39. See for example ATCM XL/IP147 (2017) Climate Change Report Card (ASOC) https://documents.
ats.aq/ATCM40/ip/ATCM40_ip147_e.doc. 
40. See for example ATCM XLII/IP099 (2019) Reducing Single-Use Plastic and Waste Generated by 
Polar Tourism (IAATO) https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/ip/ATCM42_ip099_e.doc. 
41. Recent examples include ATCM XLII/IP094 (2019) The Year of Polar Prediction in the Southern 
Hemisphere: Consolidation Phase (WMO)
https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/ip/ATCM42_ip094_e.doc and ATCM XLIII/IP164 (2019) Scoping 
Workshop: Towards Implementing an Antarctic Regional Climate Centre Network https://documents.ats.
aq/ATCM42/ip/ATCM42_ip164_e.doc.
42. See for example ATCM XLII/WP1rev.1 (2019) The Antarctic Peninsula under a 1.5°C global 
warming scenario (United Kingdom) https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/wp/ATCM42_wp001_rev1_e.
doc, ATCM XLII/IP12 (2019) Numerical evaluation of mobile sources impact at environmental impact 
assessment in the Antarctic (Belarus) https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/ip/ATCM42_ip012_e.doc and 
ATCM XLII/IP150 (2019) Eradication of a non-native grass Poa annua L. from ASPA No 128 Western 
Shore of Admiralty Bay, King George Island, South Shetland Islands – update 2018/2019 (Poland) 
https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/ip/ATCM42_ip150_e.doc.
43. See for example ATCM XXXI/WP27 (2008) Systematic Environmental Protection in Antarctica: 
Final report on Environmental Domains Analysis for the Antarctic continent as a dynamic model for 
a systematic environmental geographic framework for Annex V of the Protocol (New Zealand) https://
documents.ats.aq/ATCM31/wp/ATCM31_wp027_e.doc.
44. Although the ATCM in 2018 expressed willingness to consider proposals for funding to assist the CEP 
to undertake priority work, on a case-by-case basis (ATCM XLI Final Report, para 131), which might 
usefully provide some scope for the CEP to develop or commission targeted science-based products.
45. ATCM Resolution 3 (2015) The Antarctic Environments Portal https://ats.aq/devAS/Meetings/
Measure/614.
46. ATXM XL/WP034 (2017) Supporting the work of the Committee for Environmental Protection 
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(CEP): A paper by the CEP Chair https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM40/wp/ATCM40_wp034_e.doc and 
ATXM XLI/WP017 (2018) Supporting the work of the Committee for Environmental Protection (CEP): 
A paper by the CEP Chair https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM41/wp/ATCM41_wp017_e.doc.
47. CEP XX Final Report (2017), paras 22-27 https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM40/cr/ATCM40_
cr001_e.pdf.
48. CEP Five-Year Work Plan 2019 https://documents.ats.aq/atcm42/ww/atcm42_ww005_e.pdf.
49. CEP XXI Final Report (2018), para 135 https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM41/cr/ATCM41_cr001_e.
pdf.
50. CEP XXI Final Report (2018), paras 133-139 https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM41/cr/ATCM41_
cr001_e.pdf.
51. The ATCM Multi-Year Strategic Work Plan includes a priority to ‘Share and discuss strategic science 
priorities in order to identify and pursue opportunities for collaboration as well as capacity building in 
science, particularly in relation to climate change’. See https://ats.aq/devAS/Meetings/Measure/698.
52. In the 2019 Prague Declaration on the Occasion of the Sixtieth Anniversary of the Antarctic Treaty, 
the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties stated their appreciation for ‘the significant contribution 
of the Committee for Environmental Protection as a fundamental source of the best possible advice on 
environmental stewardship to inform decisions of the ATCM’ https://documents.ats.aq/ATCM42/ad/
ATCM42_ad006_e.pdf.


