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Planning of marine areas has spread widely over the past two decades to support sustainable ocean
management and governance. However, to succeed in a changing ocean, marine spatial planning
(MSP) must be ‘climate-smart’— integrating climate-related knowledge, being flexible to changing
conditions, and supporting climate actions. While the need for climate-smart MSP has been globally
recognized, at apractical level,marinemanagersandplanners require further guidanceonhow toput it
into action. Here, we suggest ten key components that, if well-integrated, would promote the
development and implementation of sustainable, equitable, climate-smart MSP initiatives around
the globe.

Marine spatial planning (MSP) is an ecosystem-based process for balancing
multiple human demands with the ecological requirements for a healthy
ocean that deliversmultiple ecosystem services1,2.MSP is one component of
integrated ocean management strategies that focuses on spatial aspects of
management and is intended to support local, regional and global ocean
sustainability goals— e.g., the United Nations (UN) Sustainable Develop-
mentGoal 14.However, to deliver these outcomes in a changingocean,MSP
must be ‘climate-smart’, that is integrate climate-related knowledge, be
flexible and adapt to changing conditions, and support climate adaptation
and mitigation actions3,4. Aligned with the Paris Agreement and the Eur-
opeanGreenDeal goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions and adapting
to climate impacts, the UnitedNations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO)and theEuropeanCommission recently launched
a jointMSP roadmap that identifies the development of climate-smartMSP
as one of the six key priority areas for 2022–20275. Several other interna-
tional documents highlight theneed for climate-smartMSP, including those

produced by the World Bank6, UNESCO7, and UN Global Compact8.
Awareness of the benefits of climate-smart MSP is also growing globally,
with countries such as Barbados, Sweden, Mozambique, and Ireland iden-
tifying the need to incorporate climate considerations into their ocean
plans9. At the scientific level, studies have used modeling approaches to
unravel the potential benefits of adopting climate-smart MSP (e.g.10,11).
Although recognition of the need for climate-smart MSP in these policies
and studies is timely and welcome, at a practical level, managers and
planners require further guidance on how to put it into action.

To overcome this challenge, we suggest ten key components that, if
well-integrated into MSP practices, would promote climate-smart MSP
(Fig. 1). The proposed components draw from discussions held at a dedi-
cated scientific session at the 11thbiennial ‘People and the SeaConference’12

further enriched with most recent debates (e.g. refs. 9, 13) and topical
literature. The ten components are interrelated and function best as a
coherent whole. However, we recognize that the components are context-
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dependent (e.g., influenced by social, economic, political, environmental
contexts), with some being more prevalent than others. In developing
climate-smart MSP initiatives, some components can be perceived as
‘foundational principles’ underpinning the development of the plans (e.g.,
components 1, 2, 3 and 9; Fig. 1). Others are of amore practical nature (e.g.,
components 4, 6, 8 and10), being seen asoperational pathways to effectively
integrating climate considerations into MSP4. Each component, therefore,
has a specific entry point into the planning process (Table 1). With this
Perspective, we aim to promote further debate and advance a highly rele-
vant topic for the future health of our ocean. Identified components are also
intended to support the assessment andmonitoring of the level of ‘climate-
smartness’ of different MSP initiatives (Box 1).

Prioritizing ocean health
The debate on finding the right balance between socioeconomic devel-
opment and biodiversity conservation is not new; it is a widespread

challenge in MSP development that goes far beyond a climate-related
context14–16. Yet, it gains renewed relevance in the context of a changing
ocean. It is increasingly recognized that the ocean plays a critical role in
addressing climate change17,18 and that biodiversity conservation efforts
can support climate adaptation and mitigation19,20. Thus, having MSP
processes that support marine ecosystem function and the delivery of
ecosystem services will contribute to climate resilience. To be climate-
smart, MSP must first be ‘conservation ready’21 or ‘ecosystem-based’22.
This means recognizing conservation as enabling ocean use and
enhancing benefits to society in the long term23,24, rather than simply as a
spatial constraint to socioeconomic development. Furthermore, not
only must marine spatial plans be guided by the general goal of sup-
porting biodiversity conservation and ecosystem health (among other
values), but there must also be the political will and the legislative
mechanisms in place to have those plans implemented. We must not
only be conservation-ready, we must act on that readiness.

Fig. 1 | Key components of sustainable climate-
smart marine spatial planning. To be sustainable,
equitable, effective and robust under a changing
ocean, MSP should be guided by a number of key
components, some of a more operational nature,
others more conceptual.
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Conservation planning can be used to create an effective strategy for all
spatial allocation decisions— the levels of ocean use that are allowed,where,
andwhen. In short, ocean health, and the role of conservation in supporting
that, needs to be prioritized as the foundation forMSP (component 1; Fig. 1).
However, to accomplish this, a paradigm shift is needed4. Conservation
cannot continue to be (mis)perceived as ‘only another sector’ at the
decision-making table, nor can it be equated simply to implementing
marine protected areas (MPAs)14, or as a limitation to socioeconomic
development. A new narrative25 or ‘planning logic’ is needed to overcome
traditional debates that pit conservation against development. Sustainability
will be possible only if and when this false dichotomy is dispelled (e.g.,
tourism and fisheries depend on healthy ecosystems and their proximity to
land to be successful), and when unsustainable forms of resource use are
limited to avoid irreversible harm to the marine environment. A new
paradigm that prioritizes ocean health will require communicating deeply
with MSP decision-makers and stakeholders, raising awareness, building
capacity, and changing minds and ‘hearts’ through ocean literacy (see
component 10). It will also require the recognition of complex social-
ecological systems, the human dependency on the ocean, and a ‘systems
view’ of planning (see components 2 and 3). A transformation in ocean
governance is needed, based on principles that recognize the feedback links
between human and ocean health26.

System interactions and dynamics
Sustainable, equitable, climate-smart MSP is not ‘just’MSP. It includes
marine, coastal, watershed, and terrestrial planning and management,
and all the interconnections in between27. It needs to consider how
climate change will affect all elements linked to the ocean and its
health28. For example, what do managers and planners need to address
in estuaries experiencing climate change impacts to boost the man-
agement and conservation of key interconnected marine species,
habitats, and ecosystem processes? How can a marine spatial plan
influence the protection of linked habitats across the land-sea interface,
or even the restoration of degraded habitats, to maximize29,30 resilience
in a climate change future?We cannot look through any single sectoral,
focal habitat or disciplinary lens. Decision-makers, managers, and

planners need ‘systems approaches’ that view entire social-ecological
systems31 through transdisciplinary lenses (component 2; Fig. 1). They
need to think through connections, cause-effect relationships, and the
functional relationships between multiple causes and related multiple
effects32. MSP needs to be integrative, incorporate social with ecological
knowledge and data (from multiple sources), and address cumulative
impacts from human stressors affecting marine management areas
(e.g., climate change, coastal development, shipping, pollution,
recreational use)32,33. This ‘systems view’ requires the recognition of
complex social-ecological dynamics and interactions that support the
delivery of ecosystem goods and services, and an integrated vision of
planning that crosses biophysical (e.g., ocean-land), social, economic,
and political boundaries (e.g., national marine waters). The insepar-
ability of land, sea and people is characteristic of community approa-
ches to management in Oceania29,30, and lessons from traditional forms
of marine management in this region could provide a blueprint for how
to holistically consider the social-ecological system to sustainably
manage resources.

Social knowledge, equity and change
The impacts of climate change are experienced unequally around the
world, with different sectors and groups of society being affected in a
multitude of ways, and with various levels of adaptive capacity34. Past
MSP processes have tended to exclude social considerations, as social
science and data tend to be qualitative and not spatial in orientation
and, therefore, challenging to integrate into technocratic and data-
driven MSP processes35,36. However, when social considerations, data
and knowledge (e.g., on culture, values, perceptions, traditional
knowledge, human well-being, socioeconomics, governance, tenure,
rights, important places) are neglected, communities can be mar-
ginalized and MSP can lead to ‘ocean grabbing’ (i.e., processes of
“dispossession or appropriation of use, control or access to ocean
space or resources from prior resource users, rightsholders or inha-
bitants (…) by public institutions or private interests”37). By contrast,
including diverse ways of knowing by incorporating place-based
perspectives and traditional knowledge may help to address justice

Table 1 | Entry points for implementing climate-smart consideration into marine spatial planning (MSP)

Key component Stage of planning according to the UNESCO MSP guide2

Component 1.
Prioritizing ecosystem health

Foundational to the entire planning process

Component 2.
System interactions and dynamics

Foundational to the entire planning process

Component 3.
Social knowledge, equity and change

Foundational to the entire planning process

Component 4.
Climate-related knowledge

Defining and Analyzing Existing Conditions (step 5)
Defining and Analyzing Future Conditions (step 6)
Monitoring and Evaluating Performance (step 9)

Component 5.
Future-looking plans

Preparing and Approving the Spatial Management Plan (step 7)
Monitoring and Evaluating Performance (step 9)

Component 6.
Adaptive and dynamic planning

Monitoring and Evaluating Performance (step 9)
Adapting the Spatial Management Process (step 10)

Component 7.
Balance flexibility and legal certainty

Preparing and Approving the Spatial Management Plan (step 7)
Implementing & Enforcing the Spatial Management Plan Measures (step 8)
Adapting the Spatial Management Process (step 10)

Component 8.
Ocean-based climate solutions

Defining and Analyzing Existing Conditions (step 5)
Defining and Analyzing Future Conditions (step 6)
Preparing and Approving the Spatial Management Plan (step 7)

Component 9.
MSP and climate policies

Foundational to the entire planning process

Component 10.
Building common narratives

Organizing Stakeholder Participation (step 4)
Preparing and Approving the Spatial Management Plan (step 7)
Implementing & Enforcing the Spatial Management Plan Measures (step 8)
Adapting the Spatial Management Process (step 10)
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and equity issues in MSP38,39. The co-production of knowledge must
be foundational to any MSP process through the mapping of ocean
space and human activities with stakeholders and rightsholders (see
component 10). Incorporating social considerations into MSP can
ensure that benefits deriving from ocean use are equitably distributed
among stakeholders and rightsholders, and not concentrated among
those who are wealthy and powerful (e.g., private sector and gov-
ernments). Additionally, by more effectively involving stakeholders
and rightsholders40,41, MSP can further address power imbalances,
being mindful that processes are not choreographed to achieve a pre-
determined outcome, thereby promoting equitable decisions42,43. In
other words, equitable processes are an ‘entry point’ for MSP to
achieve equitable outcomes.

Recent years have seen advances in both theory and practice of
incorporating social knowledge into MSP44,45, which creates new opportu-
nities and possibilities for communities and rightsholders to articulate
human-ocean relations and maintain claims to spaces and resources in the
marine environment46,47. These advances highlight how climate-smartMSP
might integrate a range of human dimensions, diverse knowledge systems
and co-production processes, and consider social equity and change
(component 3; Fig. 1). The ‘missing layers’ of, for example, human rights,
activities and values at seamust be considered alongside biophysical data, to
ensure MSP processes are led by the best-available information48,49. In a
rapidly changing climate and ocean, social changes in some contexts are
evenmore dramatic than ecological ones50. Linked to this is the challenge of
equity in ocean use51,52 that is further exacerbated by climate change.
Climate-related impacts and conflicts tend to disproportionately affect
marginalizedhuman communitieswhen comparedwith those that arewell-
resourced53. Careful consideration and incorporation of the variety of social
impacts to, and contexts of, different people in different places into MSP
efforts can thereforehelp to promote and achieve climate and social justice54.
Further, an ‘equity lens’ can change narratives and resolve the conservation-
development false dichotomy (see components 1 and 10).

Climate-related knowledge
Integrating knowledge on climate impacts, risks, and opportunities (com-
ponent 4; Fig. 1) is oneof themainpathways to ensuring climate-smartMSP.
Bydefinition,MSPbuilds on the analysis of existing and future conditions in
marinemanagement areas and in thewider seascape2— such as ecologically
or biologically important areas (e.g., high biodiversity areas, nursery areas),
ocean uses and users (e.g., fishing grounds, shipping routes), and spatial
conflicts, compatibilities and opportunities. Understanding how climate-
relateddrivers affectmarine biophysical features andhowpeopleuse them is
part of such an analysis3. To be effective, MSP requires predictions on what
will change (e.g., how, when, and where), and the expected consequences of
such change — at social, economic, political, and environmental levels55.
MSP, therefore, requires knowledge and data across disciplines, scales, and
knowledge types56. At the forefront of existing approaches, there are mod-
eling tools, such as climate models, ecosystem (trophic) and species dis-
tribution models that are used to identify spatial-temporal changes in
marine social-ecological systems10,11; and spatially explicit vulnerability and
risk analyses (social and ecological, qualitative andquantitative)57–59 that can
be used to investigate the consequences of climate-driven changes. For
example,models of themovementoffish stocks canbeused topredict future
risks and conflicts of fisheries resources60 (see also component 5). There are,
however, bottlenecks to the collection and integration of climate informa-
tion into MSP, resulting in few marine spatial plans explicitly doing so3.
Limitations can relate to insufficient financial and human resources3, con-
ceptual resistance to address the topic (e.g., climate denial, climate delay)61,62,
lack of fit-for-purpose data, or the issue of uncertainty in climate
projections63,64. The latter is of particular concern as scientists will never be
able to provide zero-uncertainty projections65,66. Practitioners and decision-
makers must learn, instead, to proceed under such uncertainty and high
complexity. Promising approaches to this purpose include decision theory,
thresholds approach, resilience thinking and scenario planning67 (see
component 5). At the same time, even when managers and planners are
data-limited, and complex models or data-heavy analyses cannot be

Box1 | Checklist formeasuring ‘climate-smartness’ofmarinespatialplanning(MSP) initiatives

A number of simple queries can be made to any particular MSP initiative
to rapidly assess the extent to which climate change is being recognized
and integrated (or not) into planning. Such queries—which link to the ten
key components proposed— can be further used as a baseline to
develop a more detailed system of ‘SMART indicators’ (i.e., specific,
measurable, achievable, relevant, and time-bound) to be used in the
monitoringandevaluationofmarinespatial plans, andon theassessment
of their the ‘climate-smartness’.

Some examples are provided below:
• Does the plan address climate change in its objectives?
• Does the plan prioritize ecosystem health, contributing to biodiversity

conservation and climate action? (component 1)
• Do plans address land-ocean interactions? (component 2)
• Does the plan include social considerations, data, and diverse knowl-

edge systems? (component 3)
• Does the plan have equity considerations and concerns? (component 3)
• Is the plan co-produced with stakeholders and rightsholders? (compo-

nent 3)
• Is the plan using climate-relatedmodeling tools to assess current/future

spatial temporal changes in ocean uses? (component 4)
• Is the plan using climate-relatedmodeling tools to assess current/future

spatial temporal changes in ecosystem goods and services? (compo-
nent 4)

• Is the plan using climate-related vulnerability and risk tools to assess
environmental, social, economic, and governance consequences of
change? (component 4)

• Is the plan using scenario building processes (e.g., ‘visioning’ or ‘fore-
sighting’) to assessing planning alternatives? Does the plan clearly
outline the planning timeframe and the likely climate-scenario(s) (e.g.,
‘business-as-usual’) to be considered over that timeframe? (compo-
nent 5)

• Does the plan have adaptive mechanisms for management decisions?
(component 6)

• Does the plan include monitoring indicators related to climate change
effects? (component 6)

• Does it allow for areas allocated to a certain use to move following
shifting conditions? (components 6 and 7)

• Does it prioritize space for ocean-climate solutions? (component 8)
• Does the plan identify nature-based approaches for climate change,

such as conservation and restoration of blue carbon ecosystems?
(component 8)

• Does the plan identify areas for renewable ocean energy production?
(component 8)

• Does the plan refer to other instruments (plans, policies, strategies) that
relate to climate change? (component 9)

• Does it promote ocean-climate literacy close to stakeholders?
(component 10)
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developed, they should still take part in climate-smart MSP. Incorporating
qualitative knowledge sources, fostering climate-literacy, and changing
stakeholders’ perceptions on the topic’s relevance (see component 10) is a
way forward, in addition to building better models and assessment tools.

Forward-looking plans
Adapting to a changing ocean requires an entirely new way of thinking—
because humans largely rely on past and essentially local experiences to
make decisions68. With climate change, however, the past is no longer the
sole reference, and there is an urgent need to anticipate future changes69.
Without future-looking planning, ocean users and stakeholders are left
reacting to changes after they occur, a substantially more expensive and
disruptive approach70. Under a changing ocean, MSP needs to explore
trajectories, forecasts, and diverse visions for the future. Proactive, future-
looking marine spatial plans (component 5; Fig. 1) must be developed10

based on climate-related knowledge from multiple sources and types (see
component 4), andwith strong social equity considerations (component 3).
For this purpose, a valuable technique is scenario planning71. Scenarios are a
set of imagined, possible, plausible, and alternative ‘futures’ that can be
linked with scientific predictions, and which are frequently used by man-
agers and decision-makers to stretch perceptions and identify solutions in
advance. Creatively describing futures is also referred to as ‘visioning’ or
‘foresighting’72. In the ocean, emerging foresighting applications include the
Ocean Futures research program73 and the Radical Ocean Futures art-
science program74. Other relevant initiatives include the Seeds of Good
Anthropocenes project75 and the Nature Futures Framework of the Inter-
governmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Services (IPBES)76. Imagined futures (from optimistic to catastrophic57) can
be used to stress-test marine spatial plans, assessing their robustness and
adequacy to respond to the range of possible futures. They allow for the
identification of new/different areas to be used, new spatial conflicts, new
cumulative environmental pressures, and new opportunities for ocean
sustainability. However, there is a real need for tools that bridge the gap
between data-intensive future climate scenarios, and the maps, indicators,
and other visualizations that are needed within the planning process. As
mentioned in the previous section, planners and managers must become
more comfortable exploring alternative scenarios under uncertainty —
expanding awareness of potential states and outcomes, and the probabilities
and consequences of outcomes under alternative decisions67 — rather than
waiting for quasi-perfect models and data that may never come. While
modeled data on future climates exists withinmany research organizations,
translating such information into usable knowledge requires an under-
standing of end-user needs and substantial expertise and effort77. However,
many organizations lack the capacity to effectively consider climate because
such tools are not available (e.g. refs. 78, 79). Efforts must be pursued by
relevant entities to make climate data usable80.

Adaptive and dynamic planning
Adapting to change is fundamental in planning81. Even with proactive
marine spatial plans (see component 5), ecological, social, and economic
unexpected developments are inevitable and will require adaptive systems
that can appropriately respond to them10. Another main operational
pathway to climate-smart MSP is, thus, linked to developing mechanisms
that are flexible and adaptive to change82,83 (component 6; Fig. 1). Marine
spatial plans have traditionally focused on designing ‘static’ latitude and
longitude ‘boxes’, lacking the flexibility to follow dynamic ocean processes,
particularly when boxes are entrenched in legislation (component 7). As
climate change affects the ocean, the placeswhereweneed to ‘draw the lines’
inMSPwill likely be different than they are nowandwill continue to change
over time.Most ocean uses will need to followmoving biotic resources (e.g.,
species) and abiotic factors (e.g., currents, winds). In this context, creating
management boundaries that move according to such resources and con-
ditions may enable more effective management. Dynamic ocean manage-
ment (DOM), which changes in space and time at scales relevant to species
movements and human use84,85, has been identified as a potential solution.

Using near real-time data, DOM allows for the designation of management
areas whose boundaries change in response to shifts in ocean resources
(biotic and abiotic) and uses. It provides flexibility, promotes increased
adequacy and efficiency in ocean use and narrows spatial-temporal
requirements. Practical examples tend to be sectoral, such as fisheries
management in the United States and Australia, offshore aquaculture
operations in Tasmania, or marine mammal protection in Canada and the
United States84,86,87. DOM can further allow for the development of MSP at
broader scales, such as the high seas, where species and habitats often
move85. Adaptive management and governance approaches (revising
decisions based on obtained results) are also key to ensuring MSP
adaptation88,89. Most MSP initiatives invest many resources (e.g., time,
human,financial) into developing a plan as if it were the endpoint, with little
to no investment in an ongoing process that includes public education as
well as periodic monitoring and evaluation, or knowledge generation90,91.
However, without effective monitoring, we cannot tell success from failure.
MSP initiatives must be built so the entire planning process, including
management, generates the information needed to deal with uncertainty.
For this, we need to build mechanisms and indicators that are better able to
detect changes inducedby theplan aswell as natural ones— including in the
context of cumulative effects from other human stressors32— and integrate
them into improved monitoring programs. It is also important that
decision-making processes and fora are established to ensure that scientific
and local knowledge are effectively communicated and incorporated (see
component 10)92.

Balancing flexibility and legal certainty
In line with the need to be adaptive, MSP needs to find effective ways to
manage dynamic systems with rules and regulations, balancing flexibility
and legal certainty (component 7; Fig. 1). There is a tension and contrast
between the human need for predictability and static lines on amap and the
dynamic nature of biophysical features. At the same time, for some ocean
activities, it is challenging to adapt dynamically through time (e.g., semi-
permanent installations such as wind turbines or tidal power are ‘stuck in
place’ for decades). This is why scenario planning and stress-testing are so
important; they allowdecision-makers to plan ahead carefully for those uses
(see component 4). While MSP needs to be designed for change (see
component 6), it also needs to ensure legal certainty for ocean users. At a
strategic level, the foundation upon which MSP builds needs to be ‘set in
stone’ and robust to changing circumstances (e.g., so that decision-makers
cannot go back and overrule established decisions when governments or
ministries change)93. At the same time, at an operational level, managers
need the flexibility to adapt and ‘move things around’when neededwithout
disrupting the strategic design. For example, Canadian protected areas are
entrenched via legislation, which ensures their contribution to long-term
conservation; however, amending such legislation is a complex, often long,
process that limits the ability to adapt to change94. Planning processes that
allow rapid decision-making and adaptation need to be put into law (see
component 6) — e.g., in air traffic control, decisions are made about real-
locating air space and landing directions in near real-time based on envir-
onmental conditions12,95. Because integrating uncertainty into a legally
bindingdocument is challenging, a potential solution is to set up the rules for
making decisions in advance — rather than prespecifying the decisions
themselves. For example, MSP can establish that some boundaries must
follow an oceanographic feature or a particular species. The latter implies,
however, that we establish a set of sound ecological, social, economic and
governance indicators, and keep track of feedback loops and monitoring
(see component 6). The critical question is, what kind of plan, or what set of
rules (for adapting), dowe need that workwell in any of the future scenarios
we envision (see component 5)?Weneed todecideon those rules in advance
so that amendments can be implemented quickly when change happens.

Ocean-based climate solutions
Another important pathway to enable climate-smart MSP is the identifi-
cation of spatial opportunities to support ocean-based climate adaptation
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and mitigation solutions (component 8; Fig. 1). Climate mitigation actions
(human interventions to reduce emissions or enhance the sinks of green-
house gases55) can be supported through MSP in multiple ways, from
nature-based approaches to industrial ones3,4. For example, the restoration
and conservation of blue carbon ecosystems96,97 — particularly seagrasses,
mangroves, and coral reefs — has been largely discussed as a climate
mitigation action. Blue carbon ecosystems are large carbon sinks that allow
for significant carbon capture and storage. Future-looking ocean plans (see
component 5) can identify these ecosystems and prioritize the allocation of
space for their restoration and conservation accordingly, in such a way that
supports carbon storage and prevents significant emissions if such ecosys-
tems were to be degraded or destroyed98. Another mitigation pathway
pertains to renewable energy production. As recognized by the UN Global
Compact, climate-smart MSP can significantly support the potential for
renewable energy production in the ocean8 (e.g., wind, currents, waves) thus
contributing to decreasing sources of greenhouse gases. However, to be
sustainable in the long-term and avoid unintended environmental losses,
such an approach implies a comprehensive assessment of environmental
impacts99. Additionalmitigation pathways relate toMSP acting as a catalyst,
and supporting space allocation to other emerging ‘green’ industries, such as
blue ports, climate-smart aquaculture, or green shipping lanes100–102 — see
further examples in the World Bank’s document on climate-
informed MSP6.

As for climate adaptation (the process of adjustment to actual or
expected climate effects, to moderate harm or exploit beneficial
opportunities55) there are also numerous pathways4. Nature-based
approaches stand out once again, as blue carbon ecosystems play a funda-
mental role in climate adaptation by being ecosystem engineers, supporting
marine biodiversity, enhancing productivity, and increasing ecological
resilience103,104. Allocating space to protect them (together with other
important species and habitats) through MPAs or ‘other effective con-
servationmeasures’ (OECMs) canminimize climate impacts20,104–107. At the
same time, prioritizing the protection of ‘climate refugia’ (i.e., areas naturally
less prone to be modified by climate change) can also support ecological
resilience108,109. An additional pathway for climate adaptation throughMSP
relates to decreasing other local human stressors (non-climatic)32 and
increasing social-ecological resilience by anticipating (and planning to
avoid) new use-use and use-environment spatial conflicts2. By taking a
‘systems view’ to the area being managed (see component 2), MSP can also
ensure that adaptation actions targeting one sector are not maladaptive to
others (leading, for example, to increased vulnerability to climate change,
inequitable outcomes, or diminishedwelfare55). Finally, asmentioned in the
context of social knowledge, equity, and change (see component 3), the
involvement of local stakeholders and communities in MSP processes,
particularly in scenario-building exercises (see component 5), provides the
opportunity to enhance societal adaptation and resilience to the social
impacts of climate change110,111. While not always spatially-explicit,
important adaptation actions in this context are linked to community-based
adaptation, increasing social adaptive capacity, improving risk reduction
policies, implementing conflict reduction and resolution measures, and
relocating and diversifying economic activities110.

MSP and climate-related policies
Implementing global ocean sustainability goals requires effective coordi-
nation among different policy arenas, and climate-smart MSP must con-
tribute to that integration (component 9; Fig. 1). Until recently, there has
been a lack ofmutual recognition between, and integration of,MSP policies
and climate policies3. For example, the need to address climate change is not
sufficiently imprinted in national and regional MSP policies such as the
EuropeanMSPDirective (themajorMSP policy document in the European
Union)112. In the latter, while it is stressed that plans are to contribute to
climate resilience and consider climate-related long-term changes, no
procedural steps are identified. Conversely, MSP (and broader ocean gov-
ernance) is largely absent from climate strategies and policies. In effect,
despite the recognizedpotential of the ocean to address climate change, only

a minority of countries discussed ocean actions as climate solutions in their
first round of Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs)113,114 (national
climate goals under the Paris Agreement). This misalignment between
policies makes it more difficult to ensure that climate change is properly
integrated as a relevant factor in MSP processes. Yet, new opportunities
emerge as the link betweenMSP andNDCs gains recognition6,8. TheWorld
Bank identified that MSP can support the implementation and strength-
ening of NDC commitments6, for example, by identifying spatial oppor-
tunities for ocean-based climate solutions (see component 8) and how to
implement NDCs in blue sectors such as ocean energy, fisheries, aqua-
culture, shipping, and conservation. It further pinpointed that entities
responsible for MSP can identify appropriate governance and regulatory
frameworks and institutions dealing with climate change, and actively
support their inclusion inMSP processes6. At the same time, theUNGlobal
Compact identified the important role of MSP as a holistic framework for
unlocking the potential for ocean-based climate mitigation and adaptation
actions, reconciling different policy priorities (e.g., sustainable food pro-
duction, energy security, biodiversity), and achieving the objectives of the
Paris Agreement8. Mutual recognition between climate and MSP frame-
works must be continuously pursued to support the development of
climate-smart ocean plans.

Building common narratives through co-development
New narratives on the importance of both ocean health (see component 1)
and integrating climate knowledge (see component 2) must be built
together with policymakers, the private sector, civil society, and other
rightsholders and MSP stakeholders (component 10; Fig. 1). Scientists,
conservationists, and marine planners need to highlight approaches that
areworking to showwhy ‘conservation ready’21, ecosystem-based, climate-
smart MSP benefits everyone, and takes us towards a sustainable and
equitable blue economy115. There has been a shift in how (some) people
think about ecosystem services and contributions from nature to people,
aligned with the idea that we care for nature not because we profit from it,
but because we depend on it for material, social and cultural needs and
values116–118. However, these changes in perceptions cannot be super-
imposed on individuals; they must be developed ‘with’MSP stakeholders
and rightsholders (from local communities to the business community, to
legislators). Advocacy alone is insufficient. Scientists, conservationists, and
planners need to focus on co-developing and co-creating visions, knowl-
edge, capacities, and solutions. In this context, theymust carefullymanage
expectations and provide simple and clear messages to decision-makers
and the public, avoid imposing ideas from the top down, and focus on
sharing and participating in a discussion with local communities and key
actors of an MSP initiative. Breaking the barriers between ocean sectors
(and actors), and focusing on building a common narrative for the ocean,
conservation, and climate change is crucial. Optimism and continuous
engagement are also important, as are positive and compelling narratives
of the benefits (because it is very easy to become disillusioned and to focus
on negative narratives)119. Climate adaptation andmitigation can deliver a
productive future for everyone, and we need to share this message. We
cannot afford to give up and be hopeless about ensuring a healthy and
productive ocean for generations to come.

Final considerations: Looking to the future
Developing ‘traditional’ marine spatial plans is already complex16 and
developing climate-smart MSP will be additionally challenging. MSP must
be flexible, adaptive, and integrative; it must consider connections, incor-
porate diverse knowledge types, and ensure equitable decisions. It must
prioritize ocean health and build commonnarratives with decision-makers,
rightsholders, and stakeholders.And itmustdo this complex task effectively,
and in an engaging and empowering way. One of the biggest challenges
facing climate-smart MSP, however, is persistent uncertainty, although
humans have long since learned to navigate complex systems and uncer-
tainty (e.g., in the business arena). So, while climate-smartMSP is complex,
we believe it is doable and, above all, necessary. Climate-smart MSP can
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contribute to ocean sustainability, anticipating future changes in marine
social-ecological systems, ameliorating negative consequences for societies,
lessening anthropogenic impacts on ecosystems, and promoting the equi-
table flow of benefits.

New opportunities and challenges will arise with the implementation
of the new High Seas treaty (the Agreement under the UN Convention on
the Law of the Sea on the conservation and sustainable use of marine
biological diversity of areas beyond national jurisdiction — BBNJ)120. The
latter recognizes the importance of “developing, implementing,monitoring,
managing and enforcing area-based management tools” to conserve, and
sustainably use theHigh Seas. AsMSP is an area-basedmanagement tool121,
the idea of MSP in the High Seas122 will certainly regain new attention.
Making sure that such new initiatives are climate-smart is an opportunity
that we cannot afford to miss.

The ten key components of climate-smart MSP proposed here
provide guidance on how tomove towards a sustainable ocean for all123.
Ultimately, they might lead to the creation of ‘codes of conduct’ to be
followed within specific MSP initiatives. At the very least, they offer a
basis for the further development of indicators to continuously mea-
sure the ‘climate-smartness’ (Box 1) of present and future MSP
initiatives.

Received: 5 December 2023; Accepted: 27 January 2024;

References
1. Ehler, C. N. Two decades of progress in Marine Spatial Planning.

Mar. Policy 132, 104134 (2021).
2. Ehler, C. N. & Douvere, F.Marine Spatial Planning: A Step-By-Step

Approach Toward Ecosystem-Based Management
(UNESCO, 2009).

3. Frazão Santos, C. et al. Integrating climate change in ocean
planning. Nat. Sustain. 3, 505–516 (2020).

4. Frazão Santos, C., Agardy, T. & Gissi, E. in Navigating Our Way to
Solutions in Marine Conservation (ed Crowder, L.) (Open Book
Publishers, 2024).

5. UNESCO and European Commission. Updated Joint Roadmap to
accelerate Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning processes worldwide:
MSProadmap 2022-2027 (UNESCO and European
Commission, 2022).

6. The World Bank. Climate-Informed Marine Spatial Planning
Knowledge Factsheet (The World Bank, 2021).

7. UNESCO.MSPglobal Policy Brief: Climate Change and Marine
Spatial Planning (UNESCO, 2021).

8. United Nations Global Compact. Roadmap to Integrate Clean
Offshore Renewable Energy into Climate-smart Marine Spatial
Planning (United Nations Global Compact, 2021).

9. UNESCO and European Commission. 3rd International Conference
on Marine/Maritime Spatial Planning, 22-23 November 2022
Workshop Report (UNESCO and EC, 2023).

10. Pinsky, M. L., Rogers, L. A., Morley, J. W. & Frölicher, T. L. Ocean
planning for species on the move provides substantial benefits and
requires few trade-offs. Sci. Adv. 6, eabb8428 (2020).

11. Queirós, A. M. et al. Bright spots as climate‐smart marine spatial
planning tools for conservation and blue growth.Glob. Change Biol.
27, 5514–5531 (2021).

12. Frazão Santos, C. et al. Session 3.161 - Marine Spatial Planning and
Ocean Conservation in the Age of Climate Change, 11th biennial
People and the Sea Conference (Centre for Maritime
Research, 2021).

13. Frazão Santos, C., Kenny, A. & Agardy, T. Theme session B - Spatial
Management, Climate Change, and Biodiversity, ICES Annual
Science Conference 2022 (ICES, 2022).
https://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.21557826.v1.

14. Trouillet, B. & Jay, S. The complex relationships between marine
protected areas and marine spatial planning: Towards an analytical
framework.Mar. Policy 127, 104441 (2021).

15. Kyriazi, Z., Maes, F., Rabaut, M., Vincx, M. & Degraer, S. The
integration of nature conservation into the marine spatial planning
process.Mar. Policy 38, 133–139 (2013).

16. Frazão Santos, C. et al. Major challenges in developing marine
spatial planning. Mar. Policy 132, 103248 (2021).

17. Hoegh-Guldberg,O. et al.TheOcean as aSolution toClimateChange:
Five Opportunities for Action (World Resources Institute, 2019).

18. Hoegh-Guldberg,O., Northrop, E. &Lubchenco, J. Theocean is key to
achieving climate and societal goals. Science 365, 1372–1374 (2019).

19. Tittensor, D. P. et al. Integrating climate adaptation and biodiversity
conservation in the global ocean. Sci. Adv. 5, eaay9969 (2019).

20. Jacquemont, J., Blasiak, R., Le Cam, C., Le Gouellec, M. & Claudet,
J. Ocean conservation boosts climate change mitigation and
adaptation. One. Earth 5, 1126–1138 (2022).

21. Reimer, J. et al. Conservation ready marine spatial planning.Mar.
Policy 153, 105655 (2023).

22. Ansong, J., Gissi, E. & Calado, H. An approach to ecosystem-based
management in maritime spatial planning process. Ocean Coast.
Manag. 141, 65–81 (2017).

23. Sala, E. et al. Protecting the global ocean for biodiversity, food and
climate. Nature 592, 397–402 (2021).

24. Grorud-Colvert, K. et al. The MPA Guide: A framework to achieve
global goals for the ocean. Science 373, eabf0861 (2021).

25. Laffoley, D. et al. Evolving the narrative for protecting a rapidly
changing ocean, post‐COVID‐19. Aquat. Conserv. Mar. Freshw.
Ecosyst. 31, 1512–1534 (2021).

26. Lombard,A. T. et al. Principles for transformativeoceangovernance.
Nat. Sustain. 6, 1587–1599 (2023).

27. Reimer, J.M. et al. TheMarine Spatial Planning Index: a tool to guide
and assessmarine spatial planning. npj Ocean Sustain. 2, 15 (2023).

28. Vermeulen-Miltz, E., Clifford-Holmes, J. K., Scharler, U. M. &
Lombard, A. T. A system dynamics model to support marine spatial
planning in Algoa Bay, South Africa. Environ. Model. Softw. 160,
105601 (2023).

29. Bambridge, T. et al. Society-based solutions to coral reef threats in
Frenchpacific territories.Regional Stud.Mar. Sci.29, 100667 (2019).

30. Fache, E. & Pauwels, S. The ridge-to-reef approach on Cicia Island,
Fiji. Ambio 51, 2376–2388 (2022).

31. Elliott, M., Borja, Á. & Cormier, R. Managing marine resources
sustainably: A proposed integrated systems analysis approach.
Ocean Coast. Manag. 197, 105315 (2020).

32. Gissi, E. et al. A reviewof thecombinedeffectsof climatechangeand
other local human stressors on the marine environment. Sci. Total
Environ. 755, 142564 (2021).

33. Hammar, L. et al. Cumulative impact assessment for ecosystem-
basedmarine spatial planning. Sci. Total Environ. 734, 139024 (2020).

34. Cinner, J. E. et al. Building adaptive capacity to climate change in
tropical coastal communities. Nat. Clim. Change 8,
117–123 (2018).

35. Le Cornu, E., Kittinger, J. N., Koehn, J. Z., Finkbeiner, E. M. &
Crowder, L.B.CurrentPracticeandFutureProspects forSocialData
in Coastal and Ocean Planning: Social Data in Coastal and Ocean
Planning. Conserv. Biol. 28, 902–911 (2014).

36. Gilek, M. et al. In search of social sustainability in marine spatial
planning: A review of scientific literature published 2005–2020.
Ocean Coast. Manag. 208, 105618 (2021).

37. Bennett, N. J., Govan, H. & Satterfield, T. Ocean grabbing.Mar.
Policy 57, 61–68 (2015).

38. Said, A. & Trouillet, B. Bringing ‘Deep Knowledge’ of Fisheries into
Marine Spatial Planning. Maritime. Studies 19, 347–357 (2020).

39. Bennett, N. J. et al. Environmental (in)justice in the Anthropocene
ocean.Mar. Policy 147, 105383 (2023).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44183-024-00045-x Perspective

npj Ocean Sustainability |            (2024) 3:10 7

https://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.21557826.v1


40. Flannery,W.,Healy,N. &Luna,M. Exclusionandnon-participation in
Marine Spatial Planning. Mar. Policy 88, 32–40 (2018).

41. Twomey, S. & O’Mahony, C. inMaritime Spatial Planning: Past,
Present, Future (eds Zaucha, J. & Gee, K.) 296–325 (Palgrave
Macmillan, 2019).

42. Queffelec, B. et al. Marine spatial planning and the risk of ocean
grabbing in the tropical Atlantic. ICES J. Mar. Sci. 78,
1196–1208 (2021).

43. Pennino, M. G. et al. The Missing Layers: Integrating Sociocultural
Values into Marine Spatial Planning. Front. Mar. Sci. 8,
633198 (2021).

44. Grimmel, H., Calado, H., Fonseca, C. & Suárez De Vivero, J. L.
Integration of the social dimension into marine spatial planning –

Theoretical aspects and recommendations. Ocean Coast. Manag.
173, 139–147 (2019).

45. Gee, K. et al. Identifying culturally significant areas for marine spatial
planning. Ocean Coast. Manag. 136, 139–147 (2017).

46. Fairbanks, L., Campbell, L. M., Boucquey, N. & St. Martin, K.
Assembling Enclosure: Reading Marine Spatial Planning for
Alternatives. Ann. Am. Assoc. Geographers 108, 144–161 (2018).

47. St. Martin, K. & Olson, J. in Conservation for the Anthropocene
Ocean (eds Levin, P. S. & Poe, M. R.) 123–141 (Elsevier, 2017).

48. St. Martin, K., McCay, B. J., Murray, G. D., Johnson, T. R. & Oles, B.
Communities, knowledge and fisheries of the future. IJGENVI 7,
221 (2007).

49. Boyle, J.Meadows, memories, and missing layers: transdisciplinary
mapping of Sanday’s seagrass towards restorative marine spatial
planning (University of Oxford, 2023). https://doi.org/10.13140/rg.
2.2.12630.42567.

50. O’Hara, C. C. & Halpern, B. S. Anticipating the Future of the World’s
Ocean. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 47, 291–315 (2022).

51. Österblom, H. et al. Towards Ocean Equity (World Resources
Institute, 2020).

52. Crosman, K. M. et al. Social equity is key to sustainable ocean
governance. npj Ocean Sustain 1, 4 (2022).

53. Islam,S.N.&Winkel, J.ClimateChangeandSocial Inequality (United
Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2017).

54. Bennett, N. J. Navigating a just and inclusive path towards
sustainable oceans.Mar. Policy 97, 139–146 (2018).

55. IPCC. Climate Change Sixth Assessment Report 2022: Impacts,
Adaptation and Vulnerability (IPCC, 2022).

56. Palacios-Abrantes, J. et al. A metadata approach to evaluate the
state of ocean knowledge: Strengths, limitations, and application to
Mexico. PLoS ONE 14, e0216723 (2019).

57. Littaye,A., Lardon, S. &Alloncle,N.Stakeholders’ collectivedrawing
reveals significant differences in the vision ofmarine spatial planning
of the western tropical Pacific. Ocean Coast. Manag. 130,
260–276 (2016).

58. Thiault, L. et al. Space and time matter in social-ecological
vulnerability assessments. Mar. Policy 88, 213–221 (2018).

59. Heron, S. F. et al. Application of the Climate Vulnerability Index (CVI)
for the High Coast/Kvarken Archipelago World Heritage Property
(Metsähallitus and County Administrative Board of
Västernorrland, 2022).

60. Mendenhall, E. et al. Climate change increases the risk of fisheries
conflict.Mar. Policy 117, 103954 (2020).

61. Dietz, T. Political events and public views on climate change. Clim.
Change 161, 1–8 (2020).

62. Lamb, W. F. et al. Discourses of climate delay. Glob. Sustain. 3,
e17 (2020).

63. Lehner, F. et al. Partitioning climate projection uncertainty with
multiple large ensembles and CMIP5/6. Earth Syst. Dynam 11,
491–508 (2020).

64. Payne,M.R.et al. Uncertainties inprojectingclimate-change impacts
in marine ecosystems. ICES J. Mar. Sci. 73, 1272–1282 (2016).

65. Gissi, E. et al. Addressing uncertainty in modelling cumulative
impacts within maritime spatial planning in the Adriatic and Ionian
region. PLoS ONE 12, e0180501 (2017).

66. Walker, W. E. et al. Defining Uncertainty: A Conceptual Basis for
Uncertainty Management in Model-Based Decision Support. Integr.
Assess. 4, 5–17 (2003).

67. Polasky, S., Carpenter, S. R., Folke, C. & Keeler, B. Decision-making
under great uncertainty: environmental management in an era of
global change. Trends Ecol. Evol. 26, 398–404 (2011).

68. Chester,M.V. &Allenby,B. Towardadaptive infrastructure: flexibility
and agility in a non-stationarity age. Sustain. Resilient Infrastruct. 4,
173–191 (2019).

69. Lemos, M. C. & Rood, R. B. Climate projections and their impact on
policy and practice.WIREs Clim. Change 1, 670–682 (2010).

70. Pershing, A. J. et al. Challenges to natural and human communities
from surprising ocean temperatures. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 116,
18378–18383 (2019).

71. Amer, M., Daim, T. U. & Jetter, A. A review of scenario planning.
Futures 46, 23–40 (2013).

72. Kelly, R. et al. Foresighting future oceans: Considerations and
opportunities.Mar. Policy 140, 105021 (2022).

73. Hobday, A. J. et al. Quantitative Foresighting as a Means of
Improving Anticipatory Scientific Capacity and Strategic Planning.
One Earth 3, 631–644 (2020).

74. Lübker, H.M. et al. Imagining sustainable futures for the high seasby
combining the power of computation and narrative. npj Ocean
Sustain. 2, 4 (2023).

75. Bennett, E. M., Biggs, R., Peterson, G. D. & Gordon, L. J. Patchwork
Earth: navigating pathways to just, thriving, and sustainable futures.
One Earth 4, 172–176 (2021).

76. Kim, H. et al. Towards a better future for biodiversity and people:
Modelling Nature Futures. Glob. Environ. Change 82, 102681
(2023).

77. Porter, J. J. & Dessai, S. Mini-me: Why do climate scientists’
misunderstand users and their needs? Environ. Sci. Policy 77,
9–14 (2017).

78. Agostini, V. N. et al. Marine zoning in St. Kitts andNevis: A design for
sustainable management in the Caribbean. Ocean Coast. Manag.
104, 1–10 (2015).

79. Verutes,G.M. et al. Integratedplanning that safeguardsecosystems
and balances multiple objectives in coastal Belize. Int. J. Biodivers.
Sci. Ecosyst. Serv. Manag. 13, 1–17 (2017).

80. Hewitt, C. D. et al. Making Society Climate Resilient: International
Progress under the Global Framework for Climate Services. Bull.
Am. Meteorol. Soc. 101, E237–E252 (2020).

81. Kato, S. & Ahern, J. ‘Learning by doing’: adaptive planning as a
strategy to address uncertainty in planning. J. Environ. Plan. Manag.
51, 543–559 (2008).

82. Game, E. T. et al. Pelagic protected areas: the missing dimension in
ocean conservation. Trends Ecol. Evol. 24, 360–369 (2009).

83. Grantham, H. S. et al. Accommodating Dynamic Oceanographic
Processes and Pelagic Biodiversity in Marine Conservation
Planning. PLoS ONE 6, e16552 (2011).

84. Maxwell, S. M. et al. Dynamic ocean management: Defining and
conceptualizing real-timemanagement of the ocean.Mar. Policy 58,
42–50 (2015).

85. Maxwell, S. M., Gjerde, K. M., Conners, M. G. & Crowder, L. B.
Mobile protected areas for biodiversity on the high seas. Science
367, 252–254 (2020).

86. Craig, R. K. Ocean governance for the 21st century: making marine
zoning climate change adaptable. Harv. Environ. Law Rev. 36,
305–350 (2012).

87. Hazen, E. L. et al. A dynamic ocean management tool to reduce
bycatch and support sustainable fisheries. Sci. Adv. 4,
eaar3001 (2018).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44183-024-00045-x Perspective

npj Ocean Sustainability |            (2024) 3:10 8

https://doi.org/10.13140/rg.2.2.12630.42567
https://doi.org/10.13140/rg.2.2.12630.42567


88. Olsen, S. B., Olsen, E. & Schaefer, N. Governance baselines as a
basis for adaptive marine spatial planning. J. Coast Conserv. 15,
313–322 (2011).

89. Craig, R. K., Ruhl, J. B., Brown, E. D. &Williams, B. K. A proposal for
amending administrative law to facilitate adaptive management.
Environ. Res. Lett. 12, 074018 (2017).

90. Douvere, F. & Ehler, C. N. The importance of monitoring and
evaluation in adaptive maritime spatial planning. J. Coast Conserv.
15, 305–311 (2011).

91. Stelzenmüller, V. et al. Evaluation of marine spatial planning requires
fit for purpose monitoring strategies. J. Environ. Manag. 278,
111545 (2021).

92. Knight, A. T. et al. Knowing But Not Doing: Selecting Priority
Conservation Areas and the Research–Implementation Gap.
Conserv. Biol. 22, 610–617 (2008).

93. Bennett,N. J. &Satterfield, T. Environmental governance:Apractical
framework to guide design, evaluation, and analysis. Conserv. Lett.
11, e12600 (2018).

94. Schram, C., Ladell, K., Mitchell, J. & Chute, C. From one to ten:
Canada’s approach to achieving marine conservation targets.
Aquat. Conserv. 29, 170–180 (2019).

95. Lombard, A. T. et al. Key Challenges in Advancing an Ecosystem-
Based Approach to Marine Spatial Planning Under Economic
Growth Imperatives. Front. Mar. Sci. 6, 146 (2019).

96. Bertram, C. et al. The blue carbon wealth of nations. Nat. Clim.
Chang. 11, 704–709 (2021).

97. Hilmi, N. et al. The Role of Blue Carbon in Climate Change
Mitigation and Carbon Stock Conservation. Front. Clim. 3,
710546 (2021).

98. Gattuso, J.-P. et al. Ocean Solutions to Address Climate Change
and Its Effects onMarine Ecosystems. Front.Mar. Sci. 5, 337 (2018).

99. Galparsoro, I. et al. Reviewing the ecological impacts of offshore
wind farms. npj Ocean Sustain. 1, 1 (2022).

100. Cutcher, N. Winds of Trade: Passage to Zero‐Emission Shipping.
Am. J. Econ. Socio. 79, 967–979 (2020).

101. Wan, Z., Zhu, M., Chen, S. & Sperling, D. Pollution: Three steps to a
green shipping industry. Nature 530, 275–277 (2016).

102. Sugimura, Y. et al. New possibilities for climate change
countermeasures in ports: Organic carbon containment and
creation of blue carbon ecosystems through beneficial utilization of
dredged soil.Mar. Policy 141, 105072 (2022).

103. Howard, J. et al. Clarifying the role of coastal andmarine systems in
climate mitigation. Front. Ecol. Environ. 15, 42–50 (2017).

104. Roberts, C. M. et al. Marine reserves can mitigate and promote
adaptation to climate change. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 114,
6167–6175 (2017).

105. Gurney, G. G. et al. Biodiversity needs every tool in the box: use
OECMs. Nature 595, 646–649 (2021).

106. Himes-Cornell, A. et al. Reaching Global Marine Biodiversity
Conservation Goals With Area-Based Fisheries Management: A
Typology-Based Evaluation. Front. Mar. Sci. 9, 932283 (2022).

107. FAO. A Handbook for Identifying, Evaluating and Reporting Other
Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures in Marine Fisheries
(FAO, 2022).

108. Johnson, D. E. & Kenchington, E. L. Should potential for climate
change refugia be mainstreamed into the criteria for describing
EBSAs? Conserv. Lett. 12, e12634 (2019).

109. Keppel, G. et al. The capacity of refugia for conservation planning
under climate change. Front. Ecol. Environ. 13, 106–112
(2015).

110. Gattuso, J.-P. et al.Ocean-basedClimateAction (ChineseAcademy
of Sciences and European Academy of Sciences, 2022).

111. IPCC. Special Report on the Ocean and Cryosphere in a Changing
Climate (IPCC, 2019).

112. European Union. Directive 2014/89/EU of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 23 July 2014, Establishing a
Framework for Maritime Spatial Planning (European
Union, 2014).

113. Ocean Conservancy. Ocean-Based Climate Solutions in Nationally
Determined Contributions, November 2021 Update (Ocean
Conservancy, 2021).

114. Cooley, S. R. et al. Overlooked ocean strategies to address climate
change. Glob. Environ. Change 59, 101968 (2019).

115. Bennett, N. J. et al. Towards a sustainable and equitable blue
economy. Nat. Sustain. 2, 991–993 (2019).

116. Díaz, S. et al. Assessing nature’s contributions to people. Science
359, 270–272 (2018).

117. Allison, E. et al. The Human Relationship with Our Ocean Planet
(World Resources Institute, 2020).

118. Dasgupta, P. The Economics of Biodiversity: the Dasgupta Review
(UK Government, 2021).

119. Borja, A. et al. #OceanOptimism: Balancing the Narrative About the
Future of the Ocean. Front.Mar. Sci. 9, 886027 (2022).

120. Gjerde,K.M. et al.Gettingbeyondyes: fast-tracking implementation
of the United Nations agreement for marine biodiversity beyond
national jurisdiction. npj Ocean Sustain. 1, 6 (2022).

121. Gissi, E. et al. Contributions of marine area-based management
tools to the UN sustainable development goals. J. Clean. Prod. 330,
129910 (2022).

122. Wright, G. et al. Marine spatial planning in areas beyond national
jurisdiction. Mar. Policy 132, 103384 (2021).

123. Frazão Santos, C. et al. A sustainable ocean for all. npj Ocean
Sustain. 1, 2 (2022).

Acknowledgements
C.F.S. acknowledges funding from the Portuguese Foundation for Science
and Technology (FCT) under grant agreements No 2020.03704.CEECIND,
2022.09067.PTDC, UIDB/04292/2020 and LA/P/0069/2020. M.L.P.
acknowledges support from the U.S. National Science Foundation (NSF)
grant NoCBET-2137701. S.G.M. acknowledges funding from FCT grants No
2022.11926.BD, UIDB/04292/2020 and LA/P/0069/2020. W.F. acknowl-
edges funding from the UK Research and Innovation’s Horizon Europe
fundingguaranteegrantNo10038951.A.T.L. acknowledges funding from the
National Research Foundation’s South African ResearchChair Initiative grant
No 98574. E.G. acknowledges funding from the European Union’s Horizon
2020 researchand innovationprogrammeunder theMarieSkłodowska-Curie
grant agreement No 893614. The study reflects only the authors’ views. The
Research Executive Agency and the European Commission are not respon-
sible for any use that may be made of the information it contains.

Author contributions
C.F.S. conceptualised and developed the first draft of the manuscript. All
authorscommentedon initial draftsandcontributed to thefinal versionof the
manuscript. J.M.R. created Fig. 1.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
Catarina Frazão Santos.

Reprints and permissions information is available at
http://www.nature.com/reprints

Publisher’snoteSpringerNature remainsneutralwith regard to jurisdictional
claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44183-024-00045-x Perspective

npj Ocean Sustainability |            (2024) 3:10 9

http://www.nature.com/reprints


Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in anymedium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the
article’sCreativeCommons licence and your intended use is not permitted
by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to
obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this
licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2024

https://doi.org/10.1038/s44183-024-00045-x Perspective

npj Ocean Sustainability |            (2024) 3:10 10

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Key components of sustainable climate-smart ocean planning
	Prioritizing ocean�health
	System interactions and dynamics
	Social knowledge, equity and�change
	Climate-related knowledge
	Forward-looking�plans
	Adaptive and dynamic planning
	Balancing flexibility and legal certainty
	Ocean-based climate solutions
	MSP and climate-related policies
	Building common narratives through co-development
	Final considerations: Looking to the�future
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Additional information




