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Cumulative Environmental Impacts – Report of Informal Intersessional Contact Group
Summary
Discussions of cumulative impacts within the CEP are ongoing. An informal ICG was established to discuss a report submitted as ATCM 47 WP023 and seek general suggestions as to how the handling of cumulative impacts be improved. 
This paper provided a summary of the rich discussion held in that informal ICG. It concludes that participants agreed that cumulative impact assessment is important but remains challenging, that additional guidance materials would be welcome, that the phased framework proposed is favourable, but could be improved upon.  Various tools and methods were discussed; however views differed on their prioritisation. Some tools are already under discussion elsewhere within CEP/ATCM which could be adapted to support CIA. Recommendations are proposed for the CEP’s consideration.
Background
The issue of cumulative impacts has been regularly discussed by the Committee for Environmental Protection (CEP). 
Most recently, at CEP 27 (2025), WP023 Cumulative Environmental Impact Assessment Approaches and Methods in Antarctica was submitted which summarized the findings of a report Antarctic Cumulative Impact Assessment: A Discussion Document on Approaches and Methods, prepared by Dr Neil Gilbert under commission by the UK.  
The report intended to assist with and help progress the CEP’s discussions on cumulative impacts by summarising some of the key aspects involved in addressing this topic and by describing some practical examples. 
The report provided a high-level summary of approaches and methods used to undertake cumulative impact assessments drawing from expertise away from Antarctica and posed a series of questions that may be helpful in stimulating further discussion and progress.
During the meeting, the CEP noted the following was required or desirable for effective cumulative impact assessment and/or management:
· an interdisciplinary approach
· the importance of baseline data
· spatial analyses
· understanding the long-term environmental resilience 
· improved information exchange and coordination between Parties
· drawing from the experience of the ASMA framework and that of other international bodies 
· reference to the inventory of past activities (note that this is the topic of a separate informal ICG)
· adapting approaches to different Antarctic ecosystems and to start testing different approaches in practice
· stand-alone cumulative impact assessments at highly visited sites, and within ASMAs
The Committee welcomed suggestions on sharing case studies, exploring new technologies and tools, and drawing lessons from other international frameworks. 
The CEP encouraged interested members to engage in informal intersessional discussions to progress this topic, focused on responding to the questions posed in the report and identifying a timeline for any actions that result from the discussions and agreed that the CEP forum be used to facilitate discussions.  
This report describes the work done by the informal ICG and its findings.
Method and timeline
Members were invited to participate in this informal ICG as follows:
· By responding to the ten questions raised in the report and listed below. This was the priority/focus of the intersessional work.
Q1 – Are there any additional technical resources and guidance materials that could be considered in developing cumulative impact approaches for Antarctica?
Q2 – Do the ‘scoping’, ‘retrospective analysis’, ‘prospective analysis’, ‘impact and significance assessment’, and ‘mitigation and monitoring’ phases provide a useful framework for developing a cumulative impacts assessment approach for Antarctica?
Q3 – How might these phases (see Q2) need to be amended or added to?
Q4 – Are there any additional methods and tools that could be useful in supporting Antarctic cumulative impacts assessment?
Q5 – Can any priority be given to the methods and tools for assessing cumulative impacts that are highlighted in this discussion document?
Q6 – Is there merit in expanding upon any of these tools and including them in guidelines for Antarctic cumulative impact assessment (see Q10)?
Q7 – Are there any additional data and information sources and would this be a useful resource to include in guidelines for Antarctic cumulative impact assessment (see Q10)?
Q8 – Is it feasible to establish an approach to assessing cumulative impact in Antarctica that can be applied both as part of an activity-focussed EIA, as well as a standalone cumulative impact assessment?
Q9 – Should the CEP / Parties consider undertaking standalone cumulative impact assessments (independently from project-specific EIAs)?  If so, which areas of Antarctica, or which activities might be prioritised for standalone cumulative impact assessment?
Q10 – Is there merit in developing standalone guidelines for Antarctic cumulative impact assessment or could the current Antarctic EIA guidelines be amended to better accommodate guidance material for cumulative impact assessment?
· Providing commentary, observations or further detail on the topics discussed during the CEP 27 meeting.
· Highlighting whether they have case studies to share, details on experience of using new technologies and tools or lessons from other international frameworks.
The informal ICG was opened on 1 November 2025, and input was requested by 9 January 2026. The participants’ responses were included in a draft Working Paper which was shared for comment on 16th February 2026.  Feedback was incorporated into the final version of this Working Paper prior to its submission.  
Discussion
Responses were received from nine Members, Australia, Belarus, Brazil, New Zealand, Norway, Uruguay, United Kingdom, ASOC and IAATO and a summary of their input is provided Appendix A of this WP.  This WP summarises the responses to the ten specific questions along with a summary of other points raised during the process.  Participants full responses are available on the forum.  
Conclusions
[bookmark: _Hlk221294817]Nine participants provided substantial input to the ICG, agreeing that cumulative impact assessment (CIA) is an important but challenging area. They recommended developing additional guidance materials and noted that a previously proposed repository of EIA resources or EIA manual may be valuable.
Participants generally supported the phased framework of scoping, retrospective analysis, prospective analysis, impact and significance assessment, and mitigation and monitoring, but suggested improvements which included keeping mitigation and monitoring separate and to define monitoring more explicitly. The importance of iterative, adaptive assessment processes was highlighted.
A major challenge identified was the lack of established ecological thresholds. Participants advised that work to define these should proceed alongside methodological improvements to CIA.
Various tools and methods were discussed, however there were differing views on prioritisation. Some tools already under discussion elsewhere within CEP/ATCM (such as GIS’ and inventories of past activities) which could be adapted to support CIA. 
Most considered it feasible to develop a CIA approach suitable both for activity‑focussed EIAs and for standalone cumulative assessments, though there were differing views on which pathway should be pursued first.  Respondents pointed out that standalone CIAs are not explicitly required by the Protocol, although they would assist CEP to fulfil its functions under Article 12 of the Protocol, and some noted that further discussions on this topic would be of benefit.
Whilst no case studies of CIA were shared, tools from other frameworks and some Antarctic observations were listed.
Recommendations 
The United Kingdom recommends the CEP considers the following actions applicable to cumulative impact assessment in activity-focussed EIAs:
· Encourage Parties to share experience in undertaking cumulative impact assessment.
· Developing further guidance on cumulative impact assessment to support those conducting and assessing EIAs in accordance with the Protocol.
· Adapting existing tools, whenever they are being developed, to help support cumulative impact assessment. 
· Including enhanced provision for assessing cumulative impacts in the ‘Procedures for Comprehensive Environmental Evaluation follow-up’ when next revised, 
· Developing an EIA manual and/or a repository of information that can support cumulative impact assessment and EIA more broadly.
· Retaining improvements to cumulative impact assessment in the 5-year plan.
The United Kingdom recommends the CEP considers the following recommendation applicable to a standalone cumulative impact assessment:
· Encourage interested Parties to undertake a pilot study.


Appendix A:
1) Responses to the specific questions posed:
Q1: Are there any additional technical resources and guidance materials that could be considered in developing cumulative impact approaches for Antarctica?
The participants considered that additional technical resources and guidance materials could further support the development of cumulative impact assessment approaches in Antarctica, particularly those that emphasise practical applicability and operational use and guidance.  
Suggested resources cited included: 
· Existing EIA practice, including EIA follow-up. 
· Experience from ASMA management and reporting, where relevant. 
· Identification of areas with high potential for cumulative impacts and targeted CIA work.
· Relevant findings from inspection reports under Article 14 of the Protocol. 
· Impact monitoring focused on specific activities e.g. tourism. 
· Existing Antarctic cumulative impact case studies (even if partial or not comprehensive) and detailed case studies of cumulative human impacts (e.g. Cape Evans, Ross Island; Dry Valleys). 
· Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), landscape-scale environmental planning, and adaptive management frameworks applied in other sensitive or remote environments.
· Experience from international bodies such as the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), Geneva Convention, Stockholm Convention, Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme (AMAP) and the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES). It was noted that some of these have developed tools including software, applicable for impact assessment at a regional or larger scale, which are optimized for monitoring indicators.
· Specific reference material shared is listed in Appendix B.
· It was suggested that recommendation 2 in ATCM XL WP41, where a repository of EIA information be established where Members can share resources and guidance material, be revisited.
Q2: Do the ‘scoping’, ‘retrospective analysis’, ‘prospective analysis’, ‘impact and significance assessment’, and ‘mitigation and monitoring’ phases provide a useful framework for developing a cumulative impacts assessment approach for Antarctica?
Those participating found that these phases are reasonable and provide a useful framework for cumulative impact assessment in the Antarctic context, commentary included the following points:
· The value of a structured, interdisciplinary framework was noted to help organize cumulative impact assessments, support interdisciplinary analysis, and allow the integration of baseline data, trends, and cumulative effects across space and time.  The framework needs to be practical and operational, not just conceptual. The parallels between conventional risk management and ‘impact and significance assessment’ were noted.
· There is a need for clear guidance and tools.   A guiding framework outlining relevant human pressures would make assessments more accessible and reduce reliance on expert knowledge.  Templates for scoping and retrospective analysis, along with a database of past activities, would support consistent application across different scales.
· Continuous, iterative assessment is required to enable adaptive management. The impact assessment process should be circular: monitoring feeds back into prospective analysis, incorporating new data and refining future assessments. 
· Assessments should be carried out on the appropriate spatial and temporal scope – assessing relevant watersheds, including ice-covered, marine, and nearshore areas.  It was noted that climate change requires broader spatial and temporal perspectives.  Some issues will need case-by-case treatment with clearly defined boundaries.
· Monitoring: Monitoring should be targeted, affordable, and designed to inform adaptive management.  Evaluation is essential to ensure the framework remains responsive to changing conditions.
· Consideration of other users and environmental context:  Impacts on other users must be considered, including risks such as pollution or introduction of non-native species.  Cumulative impacts vary by context—for example, ice-free areas near fishing grounds may experience different pressures than unfished areas.
· Communication and coordination: Operators should maintain regular, constructive dialogue with their national competent authorities to ensure mutual understanding and manage expectations.
· Limits of approaches: Focused assessments (e.g., only ice-free areas) can be useful but may overlook important interactions, so their limitation but be acknowledged.
A point was made that these phases reflect those in the typical EIA process so clarity was sought that the CIA was to be undertaken as part of and embedded in an EIA, as well as potentially a standalone assessment connected to the state of the environment.
Q3: How might these phases (see Q2) need to be amended or added to?
Suggestions were made on a range of themes as described below: 
· Distinction between mitigation and monitoring: Respondents pointed out that these are different activities requiring separate methodologies.  Treating them as distinct phases would improve clarity, planning, implementation, and evaluation.  The point was also made that monitoring must be both environmental (e.g., noise, dust, water quality) and compliance‑focused (ensuring mitigation measures are implemented and effective).
· Importance of adaptive, iterative processes: Respondents widely support a circular or feedback‑loop approach that enables adaptive management.  Monitoring results should feed back into future assessments, allowing adjustments as conditions or impacts evolve. Noting that some impacts may become unacceptable over time, requiring responsive management actions. 
· Need for a broader and more strategic framework:  Several Members suggest adding an early, strategic phase to build a regional understanding of cumulative impacts across Antarctic areas.  Assessments should consider appropriate spatial scales, including watersheds, ice‑covered areas, nearshore zones, and the broader marine environment. Climate change reinforces the need for wider spatial and temporal perspectives.
· Consistency in approach: Activities are authorised by different national authorities acting independently, which may lead to inconsistencies in approach.  A more harmonised EIA approach could improve consistency, whether the CIA is standalone or integrated.
· Scope: It was noted that CIA should not be limited by site type; ice‑free, nearshore, and marine systems are interconnected, that risks such as pollution and non‑native species introduction must be considered and that CIA should also account for activities outside the EIA system, such as krill fisheries.
· Challenges and value of ecological thresholds: Determining ecological thresholds, boundaries, and management targets is recognised as important but difficult.  Many thresholds are not yet defined for Antarctic ecosystems, and setting them will be challenging. However, respondents noted that progress in CIA can still be made without agreed thresholds; identifying cumulative impacts remains valuable even if significance cannot be fully determined.  Work on thresholds and acceptable limits should proceed in parallel.
· Additional Observations: Respondents also noted that:
· continued collaboration and information‑sharing among Parties, NCAs, and the CEP is encouraged to support pragmatic and consistent assessments.
· a clearer distinction is needed between regional‑level understanding and project‑level analysis.
· coastal ecosystems are underrepresented and require dedicated monitoring schemes.
· the concept of Valuable Ecosystem Components is useful but may not fully reflect the comprehensive protection obligations under the Protocol.
Q4: Are there any additional methods and tools that could be useful in supporting Antarctic cumulative impacts assessment?
Participants cited a number of additional methods and tools that may be useful, these include:
· Shared, interoperable GIS platforms.
· Earlier sharing between Parties of planned activities - the EIES may support this.
· Scenario‑based analysis and pressure–state–response models.
· Indicators of environmental resilience and emerging ecological thresholds.
· Tools assessing ecological connectivity and fragmentation from human activity.
· Long terms monitoring programmes.  Repeat photography (from satellite to on‑site) to detect environmental change was suggested.
· Wilderness and footprint analysis methods.
· Multiple case studies to test and refine CIA approaches.
· Spatial resources showing cumulative human footprints to support decision‑making.
· Tools aligned with the CEP EIA guideline steps—such as spatial databases of past and planned activities and case study examples—would help predict cumulative effects.
· Modelling tools exist and could be effective, but their usefulness is constrained by limited data availability and challenges in parameterisation.
Additional points were made as follows:
· Gaps in mitigation method: Respondents noted a lack of specific methods for the mitigation phase. It was suggested that incorporating established mitigation categories (elimination, reduction, control, or, where this is not possible, restitution measures such as replacement, restoration or compensation) such as those used in the Canadian guidance presented in the report.
· Challenges in determining impact significance:  The absence of clear ecological targets or thresholds for Antarctica remains a limitation as discussed in the response to Q3, ecological risk assessment approaches could help quantify the likelihood of adverse effects
Q5: Can any priority be given to the methods and tools for assessing cumulative impacts that are highlighted in this discussion document? 
The respondents consider that most methods in the discussion document are useful, but prioritisation is needed.  It was suggested that priority should be given to methods and tools that are: 
· Practical and feasible for Parties to apply.
· Able to integrate spatial and temporal dimensions.
· Comparable and consistent across regions and activity types.
· Simple, affordable, and realistic for monitoring and data collection.
· Incremental and adaptable as new information emerges.
However, there were different views on which specific methods and tools should be prioritised, and it was noted that prioritisation may be challenging because the most appropriate method varies by context and a combination of tools may be necessary to gain a full understanding.
Suggestions made by respondents include: 
· Working towards an agreed framework and identifying key tools including those that support data on activities and their spatial locations, such as habitat modelling, mapping and analysis and quantitative modelling.
· Developing conceptual models as they summarise diverse information, identify data gaps, support interdisciplinary communication, and underpin more advanced tools such as quantitative modelling.
· Spatial methods were considered useful particularly in the short term because relevant data already exist and can be updated over time. 
· GIS‑based analyses.
· Inventories of past and ongoing activities (which can strengthen spatial analyses)
· The need to establishing clear assessment criteria was highlighted.
· Quantitative modelling was viewed as an effective approach.
It was commented that some listed tools such as questionnaires or expert panels are better viewed as information‑gathering techniques rather than analytical methods.
Question 6: Is there merit in expanding upon any of these tools and including them in guidelines for Antarctic cumulative impact assessment (see Q10)?
Some respondents support further development of selected tools for cumulative impact assessment and their inclusion in formal guidance, arguing that clearer, expanded guidance would reduce variability and strengthen the consistency and effectiveness of assessments. They highlight the need for improved tools addressing cumulative impacts from large, long‑lived infrastructure and for better mechanisms to support monitoring and follow‑up. Expanding and clearly defining environmental indicators and indices is also seen as valuable for guiding future research and ensuring comparable data.
Others suggested that the priority should be choosing and applying the most appropriate tools for each specific assessment rather than expanding the entire toolkit. They emphasise that the list of tools should remain flexible rather than prescriptive.
Question 7: Are there any additional data and information sources and would this be a useful resource to include in guidelines for Antarctic cumulative impact assessment (see Q10)?
Respondents identify a wide range of additional data sources that would significantly strengthen cumulative impact assessments and improve decision‑making. Beyond existing environmental and biodiversity datasets, participants highlight the need for integrated information on infrastructure (its location, use, and capacity), shared‑use and cooperative arrangements, and long‑term environmental time‑series data to support trend analysis. They also emphasise the importance of core activity‑related data, including past, current, and anticipated activities, previous EIAs, Annex III site listings, HSMs, and pre‑ and post‑activity reports. Climate‑related datasets, particularly for areas with long‑term human presence, and relevant CCAMLR data are also considered valuable. Respondents note that all national and international Antarctic datasets are potentially useful.
Several pointed out that substantial research data remains outside existing databases. Literature reviews and closer engagement with researchers could help access this information more efficiently. If standalone CIA guidelines are developed, respondents suggest including a curated list of recommended data sources to support users.
It was suggested that as data and information sources tend to change over time, their inclusion within any guidelines might risk them becoming obsolete (depending on how often the guidelines were to be reviewed). It was suggested that SCAR (via its website or the Antarctic Environments Portal) might be able to compile and make available a list of known digital databases that may be of use in CIA.
Finally, it was cautioned that while international experience is helpful, Antarctica’s unique context limits the direct applicability of global CIA methods. Many common impact sources elsewhere do not exist on a large scale in Antarctica, whereas priority Antarctic impacts are less well studied. They recommend focusing methodological development on impact types most relevant to Antarctica, including from a cumulative perspective.
Question 8: Is it feasible to establish an approach to assessing cumulative impact in Antarctica that can be applied both as part of an activity-focussed EIA, as well as a standalone cumulative impact assessment?
Most respondents considered it feasible to develop cumulative impact assessment approaches that function both as part of activity‑focused EIAs and as standalone cumulative impact assessments, however there were mixed views as to whether it would be preferable/easiest to develop an approach to standalone cumulative impact assessment first,  or to do the activity focussed EIA initially.   
Respondents highlighted important practical and institutional considerations. While standalone CIAs would be highly useful for the CEP’s advisory role, they are not explicitly anchored in the Protocol in the same way as activity‑focused EIAs, making it more challenging to establish a formal process, although clearly such assessments would be highly useful for the CEP in fulfilling its functions under Article 12 of the Protocol, in particular the effectiveness of measures taken pursuant to this Protocol (a) and advising on the state of the Antarctic environment(j).  
Across responses, there is broad agreement that any improvements to CIA or EIA is welcome and methodologies should aim for practical benefits: more accurate and complete assessments, reduced uncertainty, better risk management, and stronger baseline information for decision‑making. 
Question 9: Should the CEP / Parties consider undertaking standalone cumulative impact assessments (independently from project-specific EIAs)? If so, which areas of Antarctica, or which activities might be prioritised for standalone cumulative impact assessment?
There is broad agreement that stand‑alone cumulative impact assessments would be valuable and feasible, particularly in locations or contexts where cumulative pressures are most pronounced. Respondents consistently highlight several priority settings where such assessments would offer the greatest benefit:
· Highly visited sites, including tourism hotspots.
· Areas with dense scientific or logistical infrastructure, such as regions with multiple stations.
· Antarctic Specially Managed Areas (ASMAs), where activities by multiple Parties overlap.
· Regions with high historical or current activity levels, especially coastal areas.
· Large‑scale projects, long‑term impacts, and vulnerable or degraded ecosystems.
Responses emphasise that such assessments should:
· Cover larger spatial areas and longer timeframes than typical EIAs.
· Explicitly address cumulative pressures, environmental resilience, and opportunities for shared or optimised infrastructure use.
· Incorporate relevant external pressures, such as fishing activity where it interacts with Antarctic ecosystems.
The point about standalone cumulative impact assessments not being explicitly mandated by the Protocol (as discussed in Q8) remains however and warrants further discussion.  
Question 10: Is there merit in developing standalone guidelines for Antarctic cumulative impact assessment or could the current Antarctic EIA guidelines be amended to better accommodate guidance material for cumulative impact assessment?
Those who responded to this question saw value in developing further guidance on CIA, but there was no clear preference for the guidance being standalone or included in the current EIA guidelines when next updated.  Several respondents thought that either approach would work but were keen to avoid duplication of effort and highlighted the need for consistency.
The idea of developing an EIA manual, similar to existing manuals within CEP, was also raised as a potential source of guidance.
2) Other Comments:
A summary of responses is included below which indicated several themes.
[bookmark: _Hlk221292941]Need for a clear purpose: Feedback emphasises that progress on CIA needs a clearer articulation of its purpose.  Clarifying what we wish to achieve, who will be the users and how does this fit in with the larger framework of regulation according to the Protocol?  The commentary saw these tools being relevant to i) provide more practical guidance for those conducting and assessing EIAs in accordance with the Protocol and ii) providing the CEP with a more holistic understanding of how cumulative impacts affect the Antarctic environment, to provide robust advice to ATCM. 
Importance of scale and context:  Respondents note that different impacts require different spatial and temporal scales—from facility‑level to ecosystem, regional, or continental scales, and from seasonal to millennial timescales. Prioritising spatial tools early on, as they can support both expert and non‑expert users and help visualise cumulative pressures is suggested. Some recommend prioritising areas with high human activity or rapid climate change, such as coastal and marine habitats of the Antarctic Peninsula.
Strengthening data, baselines, and information exchange:  The need for improved data availability and standardisation was highlighted. Priorities include:
· Shared databases and consistent data collection protocols
· Clear data ownership and handling arrangements
· Better integration of baseline data, long‑term environmental records, and activity inventories
· Enhanced coordination between Parties, drawing on ASMA experience.
Interdisciplinary approaches and resource considerations:  CIA inherently requires interdisciplinary collaboration, yet not all Parties have the capacity for complex analytical methods.  A tiered approach was suggested, depending on the activity and available resources. Mapping which sectors and expertise are essential for CIA would help ensure practicality.  Aligning research funding with CIA needs to fill knowledge gaps more strategically.
Testing approaches and prioritising practical application:  Pilot assessments were suggested as a practical way to test and refine improved CIA methods.
3) Case Studies
No case studies were provided by participants, however one shared the benefit of their observations in the time taken for some cumulative impacts to become apparent and suggested that the procedure for CEE follow up in Resolution 2 (1997) may benefit from including consideration of the time frame for the review process, as well as specific reference to cumulative impacts.
Tools from other frameworks were suggested and referenced in the Q1 response and/or Appendix B.


Appendix B:  
Additional technical resources and guidance materials suggested by informal ICG participants that could help in developing cumulative impact approaches for Antarctica
· ICES has developed Ecosystem Overviews (EOs), a central tool to map main pressures, associated human activities and impacts on ecosystem state of assessed ecoregions. This approach involves mapping human activities (e.g., global, shipping, military), their pressures (e.g. marine litter, underwater noise), and the states of biodiversity (e.g. foodwebs, productivity, fish, seabirds). 
· The ICES Working Group on Integrated Ecosystem Assessments (WG-ICA) is a multi-disciplinary group working on the Ecosystem Approach to Management in the Central Arctic Ocean (Jørgensen, 2025). Although differences exist between the two polar regions, the Arctic also hosts ice-dependent flora and fauna, prone to climate change, and has a wide range of human activities. This working group has some central key objectives that could inspire an overarching framework for assessing cumulative impacts in the Antarctic. Material from ICES that may be relevant include: 
· A technical guideline for Ecosystem Overview has been provided by ICES (ICES, 2023) and applications can be found for the Central Arctic Ocean ecoregion (ICES, 2021).
· ICES. 2023. ICES Ecosystem Overviews Technical Guidelines. Version 4. ICES Guidelines and Policies - Advice Technical Guidelines. 24 pp. https://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.22059803 
· ICES. 2021. Central Arctic Ocean ecoregion – Ecosystem Overview. In Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2021. ICES Advice 2021, Section 2.1. https://doi.org/10.17895/ices.advice.9420 
· Jørgensen, L. L. (ed.). 2025. Ecosystem assessment of the Central Arctic Ocean: Description of human activities, its pressures, and vulnerability of the ecosystem. ICES Cooperative Research Reports Vol. 361. 223 pp. https://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.30540437 
· The Australian Government developed a high-level technical summary of a report that was provided to the Marine Biodiversity Hub on Guidelines for the analysis of cumulative impacts and risk to the Great Barrier Reef. (This report is available on the forum). While this report is focused on the Great Barrier Reef, it contains valuable information which may assist in the development of similar guidelines or approaches for the Antarctic.  These guidelines include a 5 step process which describe Step 1: Understanding Pressures; Step 2: Understanding values; Step 3: Conceptual modes of key habitats; Step 4: Zones of influence; Step 5: Risk assessment and uncertainty.
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