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Abstract

Climate-driven reductions in Arctic sea-ice extent have renewed interest
in trans-Arctic shipping, yet adoption remains limited by questions of route
feasibility, safety, and excess distance. Existing work often compares idealised
great-circle shortcuts or uses detailed weather-routing systems that couple
metocean forcing, sea ice and ship performance, leaving a gap for basin-scale
diagnostics on realistic bathymetry and sea-ice fields. We develop an offline
graph-based framework for trans-Arctic route feasibility on a 0.5° pan-Arctic
grid that combines General Bathymetric Chart of the Oceans (GEBCO) 2024
bathymetry with a summer 2018 Arctic sea-ice reanalysis from the Coperni-
cus Marine Environment Monitoring Service (CMEMS). Bathymetry is re-
gridded to construct sea-only and depth-feasibility masks, while daily sea-ice
concentration (SIC) fields define ice-feasibility masks. An A* pathfinding

algorithm is applied to a canonical Europe-Asia origin—destination pair to
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quantify route availability and route-length inflation relative to great-circle
baselines.

Enforcing sea-only feasibility increases route length by about 10% before
depth and ice constraints are applied. At 0.5° resolution, depth thresholds
representative of under-keel clearance (hy;, = 20-50 m) remove up to roughly
15% of the sea mask but preserve a trans-Arctic connection for A, = 20m.
Summer sea ice exerts a strong seasonal control: continuous ice-safe routes
emerge only from mid-August, with distances inflated by roughly 20-25even
in late summer only about 75% of sea cells are simultaneously depth- and
ice-safe, leaving no continuous joint-safe trans-Arctic route in the tested sea-
son. These diagnostics position the framework as a basin-scale screening tool
for Arctic shipping and as a baseline for subsequent forecast-driven, multi-

objective Arctic routing studies.

Keywords: Arctic shipping, trans-Arctic routes, sea-ice concentration,

bathymetry, graph-based routing, A* pathfinding

Nomenclature

A* A-star shortest path algorithm

CMEMS Copernicus Marine Environment Monitoring Service
CMIP  Coupled Model Intercomparison Project

COq Carbon dioxide

GC Great-circle

GEBCO General Bathymetric Chart of the Oceans

NEP Northeast Passage

NETCDF Network Common Data Form



NSR Northern Sea Route

OD Origin—destination
SIC Sea-ice concentration
SUEZ Suez Canal Route

WMO  World Meteorological Organization

1. Introduction

Growing interest in decarbonisation, shifting trade patterns and declining
Arctic sea-ice extent have renewed attention to high-latitude shipping corri-
dors linking northern Europe and northeast Asia (Stroeve et al., 2012; Notz
and Stroeve, 2016). Trans-Arctic options such as the Northern Sea Route
(NSR) and related passages are often presented as 30-40% “shortcuts” rel-
ative to traditional Suez route, with implied savings in time, fuel and COy
emissions (Melia et al., 2016). At the same time, regulatory uncertainty,
sparse infrastructure and safety concerns have so far limited large-scale com-
mercial uptake (Stephenson et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2021).

A growing body of research has examined different aspects of Arctic route
feasibility and potential, but important gaps remain at basin scale under ex-
plicit bathymetry and sea-ice constraints. One strand uses climate model
projections and simple sea-ice indices to map potential future Arctic nav-
igability, typically in terms of seasonal windows or navigable fractions of
predefined corridors (Stephenson et al., 2013; Melia et al., 2016; Aksenov
et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2023). These studies highlight
the strong sensitivity of Arctic shipping potential to greenhouse-gas scenar-
ios and ice thresholds, but usually do not construct explicit ship routes on
realistic coastal and bathymetric grids. A second strand focuses on detailed
techno-economic assessments along specific Arctic routes, combining assumed
voyage distances with fuel, emissions and cost models to compare NSR and
Suez itineraries under various ice and regulatory regimes (Zhu et al., 2018;
Pruyn and van Hassel, 2022). A third strand embeds sea-ice and metocean
information directly in operational weather-routing or ship-ice interaction
tools, coupling environmental forcing with vessel performance and optimi-
sation algorithms to produce case-specific routes or risk metrics (Kuuliala
et al., 2017; Lu et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2023). While powerful, such systems
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are often complex and vessel-specific, making them less suited to transparent,
basin-scale diagnostics.

Beyond these strands, many corridor-scale comparisons between Arctic
and traditional Europe-Asia routes still rely on great-circle or waypoint-
based sea-only distances to infer changes in voyage time, fuel consumption
and CO, emissions between NSR, Suez and Cape of Good Hope baselines. In
most such studies, route feasibility is handled implicitly through the place-
ment of waypoints, without explicit bathymetric or sea-ice safety masks.
From the perspective of end-users such as shipowners, cargo interests and
policy analysts, there remains a need for simpler, physically grounded diag-
nostics that answer two prior questions: (i) does a continuous trans-Arctic
connection exist at all under basic depth and ice criteria, and (ii) if so, what
is the associated distance penalty relative to a great-circle lower bound?

This paper aims to bridge part of that gap by developing an offline, graph-
based routing framework for historical trans-Arctic route diagnostics under
explicit bathymetric and sea-ice constraints. We consider a pan-Arctic corri-
dor from 40°N to 85°N and 20°W to 180°E discretised at 0.5° resolution, and
combine GEBCO 2024 bathymetry with a daily Arctic sea-ice concentration
(SIC) reanalysis from the Copernicus Marine Environment Monitoring Ser-
vice (CMEMS) for the June—September 2018 season. A canonical Europe—
Asia origin—destination pair is chosen to span the basin without tying the
analysis to particular ports, in line with recent work emphasising generic
corridor diagnostics over case-specific itineraries (Zhang et al., 2023). On
this grid we construct sea-only, depth-constrained, ice-constrained and joint
depth-plus-ice feasibility masks, and apply an A* pathfinding algorithm to
quantify route availability, distance and excess length relative to great-circle
baselines.

The analysis is intentionally restricted to static bathymetry and summer
2018 SIC fields, without metocean forcing, forecasts or vessel-specific per-
formance models. This keeps the framework simple enough for exhaustive
seasonal and threshold-sensitivity experiments, and positions the results as
an envelope of what is theoretically possible under idealised operational be-
haviour. At the same time, the use of realistic coastlines, modern bathymetry
and regridded sea-ice fields ensures that the diagnostics reflect key physi-
cal constraints on large-scale Arctic shipping rather than purely geometric
great-circle arguments. The formulation is intended to complement, rather
than compete with, more detailed operational weather-routing and techno-
economic tools.



More concretely, we address the following questions:

1. How much does enforcing strict sea-only feasibility on a realistic bathy-
metric grid increase trans-Arctic route length relative to a great-circle
baseline?

2. To what extent do simple depth thresholds, representing under-keel
clearance for deep-draught vessels, further fragment or constrain basin-
scale connectivity at 0.5° resolution?

3. How do summer 2018 sea-ice conditions control the seasonal open-
ing and closing of an ice-safe trans-Arctic corridor, and what distance
penalty do they impose relative to the sea-only benchmark?

4. How sensitive are these diagnostics to the assumed sea-ice concentration
threshold used to define ice-safe waters?

5. What is the combined impact of bathymetry and sea ice when both
depth and ice-safety constraints are enforced simultaneously?

The contributions of the paper are twofold. Methodologically, it pro-
poses a transparent, reproducible workflow for constructing and interrogating
safety-constrained routing masks on a pan-Arctic grid, using widely available
bathymetric and sea-ice products and a standard graph-search algorithm.
From an application perspective, it quantifies how static bathymetry and
summer 2018 ice fields jointly shape the feasibility, timing and excess dis-
tance of trans-Arctic routes in a summer season, and delineates parameter
ranges (season, ice threshold, depth constraint) for which basin-scale con-
nectivity is promoted or suppressed. The framework is designed to serve as
a baseline for subsequent work that will add time-dependent forcing, vessel
performance models and multi-objective cost functions.

2. Data and methods

2.1. Study domain and routing grid

The analysis focuses on a pan-Arctic corridor that is sufficiently wide to
encompass candidate trans-Arctic connections between northern Furope and
the North Pacific, while remaining compact enough for systematic grid-based
diagnostics. We define a latitude band from 40° N to 85° N and a longitude
range from 20°W to 180° E (hereafter referred to as the routing domain).
This choice captures the Norwegian and Barents Seas, the Arctic Ocean,
and the Bering and Okhotsk Seas, together with the adjacent shelves and



marginal seas that are relevant for Europe—Asia traffic, but excludes lower-
latitude subtropical waters that are not part of realistic Arctic diversions.

Within this domain we construct a regular latitude-longitude routing grid
with a resolution of Ap = A\ = 0.5°, corresponding to a nominal horizontal
spacing of approximately 55 km at Arctic mid-latitudes. Grid-cell centres
are defined on

¢; = 40.5°N, 41.0°N, ..., 84.5°N,
A =19.5°W, 19.0°W, ..., 179.5°E,

yielding 89 x 399 grid points. This resolution is a compromise: it is coarse
enough to allow efficient A* routing and seasonal sensitivity experiments
over the full pan-Arctic corridor, yet fine enough to resolve the major shelf
breaks, islands and basin-scale geometrical constraints that modulate trans-
Arctic connectivity.

All routing computations operate on this coarse grid. High-resolution
datasets (bathymetry and sea-ice concentration) are first subsetted to the
routing domain and then mapped onto the 0.5° grid via bilinear interpola-
tion in latitude-longitude space (Sections 2.2 and 2.3). The resulting fields
provide, for each routing cell, (i) a static ocean depth, (ii) a static land/sea
mask derived from bathymetry, and (iii) a time-dependent sea-ice concentra-
tion. These fields are then combined into binary feasibility masks that encode
which grid cells may be used by the pathfinding algorithm under different
safety assumptions (Sections 2.4-2.5).

2.2. Bathymetry dataset and land/sea mask

Static seafloor topography is taken from the GEBCO 2024 global grid
(GEBCO Bathymetric Compilation Group, 2024), subsetted to the routing
domain (40-85° N, 20° W-180° E). The native product has a nominal resolu-
tion of 15 arcsec; within the subset, depth values (variable elevation) span
from approximately —8700 m (deep ocean) to +5500 m (continental terrain
and ice sheets).

For routing purposes we regrid GEBCO onto the 0.5° routing grid. For
each routing cell centre (¢;, \;), depth is obtained by bilinear interpolation
in latitude and longitude, yielding a depth field h;; with shape 89 x 399. We
adopt the GEBCO sign convention (negative values over the ocean, positive



over land and ice). A binary land/sea mask is then defined as

1, hij < 0 m,
M = (1)
0, hij Z 0 m,

so that M®** =1 denotes ocean and M*"** = ( denotes land or grounded ice.
This mask defines the maximum set of cells that can ever be used by a route;
all subsequent depth and sea-ice constraints operate within M = 1.

To represent under-keel clearance requirements we further define depth-
thresholded sea masks. Given a minimum acceptable water depth h;,, we

consider
Misjgea =1and h'ij < _hmim

(2)

0, otherwise,

Mﬁepth(hmin) _ { 17

such that only cells deeper than h;, (in absolute value) remain available.
In this paper we mainly use hny;, = 20 m as a conservative yet permissive
value for large commercial vessels, and treat stricter depth constraints as a
diagnostic in the Results.

2.3. Sea-ice dataset and regridding

Sea-ice concentration is taken from the CMEMS Arctic sea-ice reanalysis
(Copernicus Marine Environment Monitoring Service, 2023), which provides
daily fields of sea-ice concentration (SIC) and thickness on a polar stereo-
graphic grid for the Arctic Ocean and surrounding seas. We focus on the
June—September 2018 season as a recent summer with complete CMEMS
coverage and typical low Arctic sea-ice extent, rather than an extreme min-
imum year, so that the diagnostics reflect present-day conditions without
being tied to an exceptional season.

The SIC variable (siconc) is expressed as fractional sea-ice concentration
in [0, 1]. For each daily time step t; we first subset the CMEMS product to
a geographic box slightly larger than the routing domain and then regrid
SIC onto the 0.5° routing grid via bilinear interpolation, yielding a time-
dependent field s;;; € [0, 1] on the same 89 x 399 grid as the bathymetry.
Grid points south of the CMEMS ice domain (for which siconc is undefined)
are assigned s;j; = 0, consistent with the product being an Arctic sea-ice
reanalysis.

The primary sea-ice control used in this study is a concentration threshold
Cinr expressed as a fraction of ice cover (e.g. Cy,, = 0.15 for 15% SIC). For a
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given date t;, we define an ice-feasibility mask

17 M;;a =1 and Sijk < CYthra

M (e, tr) = { (3)

0, otherwise,

such that M = 1 denotes ice-safe ocean at that date and threshold. The
reference threshold used throughout is Cy,, = 0.15 (15 % SIC), using a con-
centration threshold close to the WMO ‘open water’ category (total sea-ice
concentration < 1/10; World Meteorological Organization (2014)); additional
thresholds between 5% and 50 % are used for sensitivity experiments.

2.4. Feasibility constraints: depth, ice and joint masks

All routing experiments are performed on binary feasibility masks that
encode which cells are available to the pathfinding algorithm. We distinguish
three types of masks:

1. Sea-only mask M*®%*: this mask encodes pure geometric accessibility
based on GEBCO bathymetry, with no additional safety constraints.
It is used to construct a baseline “sea-only” route that avoids land but
ignores both depth and sea-ice.

2. Depth-constrained masks M depth(hmin): these masks enforce under-
keel clearance by excluding cells shallower than h,;,, as defined in
Eq. (2). In practice we consider hp;, = 20 m as a realistic value for
a deep-draught commercial vessel, and briefly explore stricter values
(Amin = 50 and 200 m) to assess how quickly trans-Arctic connectivity
fragments at this resolution. To avoid artificially blocking port access,
depth constraints may be relaxed in the immediate origin and destina-
tion cells while being enforced along the rest of the route.

3. Ice-constrained masks M**(Cly,, t1,): these masks encode the subset
of ocean cells that are both geometric sea and have SIC below a chosen
threshold on date ¢, as defined in Eq. (3). They are used for seasonal
and threshold sensitivity experiments in which only sea-ice is varied
while bathymetry remains fixed.

For completeness we also define a joint depth-plus-ice mask

Mjomt(hmina Cthra tk) = Mgepth<hmin) Miijge<0thr’ tk)’ (4>
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representing the intersection of depth and ice constraints. At the 0.5° resolu-
tion used here a continuous joint-safe corridor does not exist for A, = 20 m
and Ci,, = 15% in September 2018; this lack of connectivity is itself one of
the diagnostics discussed in Section 3.4.1 and motivates the decision to treat
bathymetry and sea-ice constraints separately in the main route analysis.

2.5. Graph construction and routing algorithm

Routing is performed on a regular-grid graph derived from the routing
grid. Each ocean cell (¢,7) with mask value A;; = 1 (for the mask under
consideration) is treated as a node. Undirected edges are added between
each node and its von Neumann and diagonal neighbours (8-connectivity),
provided that both endpoints are feasible (M;; = My ; = 1). The edge cost
C(ij)—(i",j1) 1s taken as the great-circle distance between the two cell centres,
computed using a spherical Earth approximation with radius R = 6371 km;
this ensures that the discrete cost field is consistent with physical distance.

Routes between a chosen origin and destination are computed using the
A* algorithm. The heuristic h(-) is the great-circle distance from the current
node to the destination, divided by a constant reference speed to preserve
units; this heuristic is admissible and guarantees that A* returns a globally
distance-minimising path on the graph. For masks that are purely geomet-
ric (sea-only) or purely ice-based, A* is therefore equivalent to finding the
shortest feasible sea-only route in terms of travelled distance.

Throughout this paper we consider a canonical origin—destination (OD)
pair chosen to span the pan-Arctic basin without tying the analysis to a spe-
cific port. The origin lies in the eastern North Atlantic at (40.5° N, 19.5° W),
while the destination lies in the North Pacific at (69.5°N, 179.5°E). Both
coordinates coincide with routing-grid cell centres and are located in the
largest contiguous sea component under the pure bathymetric mask, so that
a reference sea-only route exists. The great-circle distance between these
points is approximately 4149 NM and serves as a lower bound against which
gridded sea-only and constrained routes are compared.

2.6. Diagnostic metrics and experiment design

For each feasibility mask and OD pair we extract the A*-derived path as
an ordered sequence of grid cells {(i,,, jn) Y=, together with their geographic
coordinates (¢;,,Aj,). From this discrete path we compute the following
diagnostics:



 Route distance D, : the sum of great-circle distances along each
edge of the path, reported in nautical miles (NM).

» Great-circle distance Dgc: the great-circle distance between origin
and destination, also in NM, representing the theoretical lower bound
in the absence of land and safety constraints.

e Route inflation p: the ratio D,oue/Dagc, which measures by how
much the constrained route is elongated relative to the direct great-
circle.

« Depth statistics along the route: for experiments that include
bathymetric information we sample h;; along the route and report the
minimum, mean and maximum depths. In addition, one-dimensional
profiles and histograms are used to compare the depth distribution
along the route with that of all sea cells in the corridor.

» Sea-ice statistics and connectivity: for ice-constrained experiments
we compute (i) the fraction of sea cells that are ice-safe (M = 1),
(ii) the number of connected components of the ice-safe sea, and (iii)
whether the origin and destination lie in the same ice-safe component.
These diagnostics are computed both for single dates and for seasonal
sequences.

Two families of experiments are performed:

1. Seasonal experiments: for a fixed SIC threshold Cy, = 0.15 we
evaluate ice-only routing on four representative summer dates (15 June,
15 July, 15 August and 15 September 2018). For each date we compute
the fraction of ice-safe sea, the number of ice-safe components, and (if
a route exists) the corresponding Dioute and p.

2. Threshold-sensitivity experiments: for a late-summer date we vary
the SIC threshold over {5,10,15,30,50} % and repeat the diagnos-
tics. A second experiment combines multiple dates (mid-June to end-
September) and thresholds into a date-threshold matrix, from which we
construct a heatmap of route availability and route inflation. Entries
where no continuous ice-safe corridor exists are marked as missing, em-
phasising the discrete “opening” of the trans-Arctic connection in late
summer.

10



Joint depth-plus-ice masks are analysed in a more qualitative way: for
selected combinations of h,;, and Cly,, we visualise the joint-safe sea fraction
and its connected components, and record whether a continuous trans-Arctic
corridor exists. At the 0.5° resolution considered here, no joint-safe path is
found for Ay, = 20 m and Cyy,, = 15% in September 2018, highlighting the
strong fragmentation induced by combining depth and ice constraints and
motivating the separation of bathymetric and sea-ice effects in the present

paper.

Notation for masks and thresholds

For convenience, Table 1 summarises the main symbols used for feasibility
masks and thresholds in this paper.
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Table 1: Notation for masks, fields and thresholds used in the routing framework.

Symbol Type Meaning

hij scalar field ~ Water depth at routing-grid cell (4, 7)
from GEBCO 2024; negative over
ocean, positive over land/ice.

M® binary mask Static land/sea mask; M** = 1 for
ocean cells (h;; < 0), 0 otherwise.

Rmin parameter Minimum acceptable water depth
(under-keel clearance), e.g. 20 m, 50 m
or 200 m.

ije"th(hmin) binary mask Depth-safe sea mask; M;}epth = 1if
ijea =1 and h;j < —hmin.

Sijk scalar field  Sea-ice concentration (SIC) at cell
(7,7) and time index k regridded from
CMEMS, in [0, 1.

Cinr parameter SIC threshold for ice safety, expressed

Mi5e(Conr, ti)
sz]c')int(hminy Clhr, )
Dgc

Dioute

p

binary mask
binary mask
scalar
scalar

scalar

as fraction (e.g. 0.15 for 15%).

Ice-safe sea mask at date t;; M)S® =1
if Mi* =1 and sy, < Cpr-

Joint depth-plus-ice mask; product of
M (hgin) and MiS(Cir, ).
Great-circle distance between origin
and destination (NM).

Distance of the A*-derived route on the
grid (NM).

Route inflation factor, p = Dioute/Dac-
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3. Results and Discussion

3.1. Bathymetric domain and baseline sea-only routing

We first define a static bathymetric routing grid for the trans-Arctic cor-
ridor. Bathymetry is taken from the GEBCO_ 2024 global grid and subset
to the region 40-85°N and 20°W-180°E, which captures the North Atlantic,
Barents and Kara seas, the Eurasian Arctic shelf and the Bering and North
Pacific gateway. The native GEBCO field (15 arcsec) is coarsened to a reg-
ular 0.5° x 0.5° latitude—longitude grid yielding a routing grid of 89 x 399
nodes (Fig. 1a). Within this domain, depths on the routing grid range from
approximately —8700 m in the deep basins to +5600 m over land.

A binary land/sea mask is constructed by classifying grid cells with
GEBCO elevation < 0 m as sea and > 0 m as land (Fig. 1b). Connected-
component labelling on the sea mask shows that the largest sea component
forms a continuous oceanic corridor from the North Atlantic to the North Pa-
cific across the Arctic, while smaller components correspond to enclosed shelf
seas and fjords. This mask defines the static sea-only feasibility constraint
used throughout the remainder of the study.

To obtain a canonical baseline route, we consider an idealised trans-
Arctic origin—destination (OD) pair between a North Atlantic waypoint at
(40.5°N, 19.5°W) and a North Pacific waypoint at (69.5°N, 179.5°E), corre-
sponding to the south-western and north-eastern corners of the routing do-
main. The great-circle distance between these two waypoints is 4149.6 NM.
Routing on the 0.5° grid is performed using an A* search with edge costs
equal to the great-circle distance between neighbouring grid nodes, restricted
to cells in the static sea mask. The resulting sea-only route is shown in Fig. 2
and runs northwards out of the North Atlantic, skirts the Eurasian Arctic
shelf break and exits into the North Pacific.

The sea-only route distance is 4561.1 NM, i.e. approximately 10% longer
than the unconstrained great-circle distance. At a design speed of 14 kn
this corresponds to a travel time of 13.6 days, compared to 12.4 days for the
great-circle, implying a penalty of about 1.2 days purely due to enforcing
sea-only feasibility on a coarse grid. Bathymetry sampled along the route
(Fig. 3) indicates that the path remains predominantly in deep water: depths
along the route have a mean of ~ —3300 m, with a minimum of ~ —5700 m
and a shallowest segment of ~ —30 m. The associated depth histogram
shows that the route samples the deeper part of the corridor-wide depth
distribution, with only a few segments approaching the continental shelf.
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This confirms that the purely geometric sea-only constraint already tends
to select deep-water pathways, even before any explicit bathymetric safety
threshold is applied.

GEBCO 2024 bathymetry (0.5° grid) Land/sea mask and sea components
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Figure 1: (a) GEBCO 2024 bathymetry coarsened to a 0.5° x 0.5° routing grid over the
Arctic corridor (40-85°N, 20°W-180°E). (b) Derived land/sea mask and connected sea
components; the largest sea component links the North Atlantic and North Pacific, while
smaller ones are enclosed shelf seas and fjords.

3.2. Bathymetric safety thresholds and routing connectivity

Having established a purely geometric sea-only route on the GEBCO-
based grid, we next examine how explicit bathymetric safety thresholds affect
network connectivity and route geometry. For a given minimum safe depth
hmin, the depth-safe sea mask Mg-epth(hmin) is defined in Eq. (2) as taking the
value 1 where cell (7, ) is ocean and h;; < —hpm, and 0 otherwise; that is,
only grid cells deeper than h,,;, are considered navigable.

In practice we apply this threshold to all interior cells of a candidate route,
while allowing the origin and destination cells themselves to be shallower
(“endpoints relaxed”), mimicking the fact that vessels typically enter or leave
deep-water routes through local port approaches.

On the 0.5° routing grid, the static sea mask occupies approximately
48% of all cells. Imposing a relatively mild depth constraint of hy;, = 20 m
retains 94% of this sea area as depth-safe (= 45% of the whole grid) and
leaves the canonical trans-Arctic origin and destination in the same con-
nected component. Running A* on this depth-safe mask yields a route that
is effectively identical to the baseline sea-only path: the distance remains
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Sea-only A* route on GEBCO-based routing grid
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Figure 2: Sea-only A* route (red) between the canonical origin—destination pair overlaid
on the GEBCO-based 0.5° bathymetry. The route remains within the static sea mask and
follows deep-water pathways along the Arctic margin.
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Figure 3: (a) Bathymetry along the baseline sea-only route as a function of cumulative
distance. (b) Depth histograms for all sea cells in the corridor (blue) and for routed cells
(orange); the route samples predominantly deep water and only briefly crosses shallow
shelves.
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4561 NM, corresponding to a 10% inflation over the great-circle distance,
and depths sampled along the route remain almost entirely in deep water
(Fig. 4, cf. Fig. 3). This confirms that, at the scale of our corridor, the un-
constrained sea-only route already follows the deep-ocean backbone and does
not exploit marginally shallow shortcuts.

As the minimum safe depth is tightened, the navigable network gradually
fragments. For h,,;, = 50 m, only about 85% of the original sea area remains
depth-safe; by Ay = 200 m this drops to roughly two-thirds of the sea mask.
The number of depth-safe connected components increases from 30 to more
than 35 as the threshold is raised, and beyond A,;, &~ 50 m the canonical ori-
gin and destination lie in different depth-safe components (Fig. 5b). In other
words, at this resolution there is no continuous path between the Atlantic
and Pacific gateways that is everywhere deeper than 50-200 m.

The spatial pattern of these constraints is illustrated in Fig. 4a, where
the sea-only route is overlaid on bathymetry with selected isobaths. Narrow
shallow features along the shelf break and in straits appear as “choke points”
that disconnect the deep-water network once a stringent depth threshold
is enforced. From an operational perspective, vessels with realistic draughts
could still transit these regions, but at the 0.5° grid spacing they collapse into
single grid cells that are either fully safe or fully blocked. This highlights an
important trade-off: coarser grids are computationally attractive for large-
scale scenario analysis, but they can overstate the impact of bathymetric
constraints in narrow passages.

A complementary diagnostic is provided by the depth distribution in the
corridor versus along the route (Fig. 3). While the overall sea area spans
depths from approximately —100 to —6000 m, the A* route samples predom-
inantly the deeper part of this distribution, with a long tail towards abyssal
depths and only a small fraction of cells shallower than 100 m. Together
with the connectivity analysis, this suggests that in the present configura-
tion bathymetry is not the primary limiting factor for a trans-Arctic corridor
at the coarse planning scale; rather, the static sea-only feasibility and the
seasonal sea-ice field (addressed in the following sections) are the dominant
controls on route availability.

3.8. Seasonal opening of an ice-safe trans-Arctic corridor

We now investigate how seasonal sea-ice concentration modulates the fea-
sibility and geometry of the trans-Arctic corridor on the static bathymetric
grid. Sea-ice concentration (SIC) is taken from the CMEMS Arctic sea-ice
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Figure 4: Sea-only A* route (red) over GEBCO 2024 bathymetry on the 0.5° grid, with
selected isobaths. The path tracks the Arctic shelf break and remains mostly in deep water
even without explicit depth constraints.
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reanalysis for June-September 2018 and regridded onto the 0.5° routing grid
by bilinear interpolation. For each target date we extract the nearest model
time, apply a fixed ice-safety criterion of SIC < 15%, and intersect this ice-
safe mask with the static sea mask. The resulting ice-safe sea area and as-
sociated connectivity are then evaluated for the canonical origin—destination
pair.

Figure 6 shows the evolution of the ice-safe sea fraction between mid-
June and mid-September 2018, expressed as a percentage of the static sea
mask. In mid-June (15 June), only 58.6% of the sea area is ice-safe un-
der the SIC < 15% criterion and the ice-safe domain is fragmented into 96
disconnected components. By mid-July the ice-safe fraction has increased
to 65.5% and the number of components has decreased to 66, but no con-
tinuous ice-safe path exists between the Atlantic and Pacific gateways. A
qualitatively different regime emerges in late summer: by 15 August, 77.0%
of the sea area is ice-safe and the number of components has dropped to 33,
at which point the canonical origin and destination first fall within the same
ice-safe component. By 15 September the ice-safe fraction reaches 80.7% of
the static sea mask, still partitioned into 33 components, but with a robust
large-scale path spanning the Arctic. These seasonal changes in ice-safe area,
connectivity and route availability are summarised in Table 2.

Table 2: Seasonal evolution of ice-safe sea area and route availability for the canonical
trans-Arctic origin—destination pair under the SIC < 15% criterion. Ice-safe fractions are
expressed relative to the static sea mask. “Route” indicates whether a continuous ice-safe
path exists.

Date (2018) Ice-safe sea [% of sea] Ice-safe components Route Dioute [NM]  p = Dioute/Dac

15 June 58.6 96 No - -
15 July 65.5 66 No - -
15 August 77.0 33 Yes 5206.0 1.255
15 September 80.7 33 Yes 5019.9 1.210

The impact of this seasonal evolution on routing is summarised in Fig. 7.
For the early-summer dates (15 June and 15 July) no ice-safe route exists
under the SIC < 15% threshold, i.e. the trans-Arctic corridor is effectively
closed for the chosen origin—destination pair despite the existence of a deep-
water backbone. From 15 August onwards, an ice-safe sea-only route becomes
available. On 15 August its length is 5206 NM, corresponding to a route-
to-great-circle ratio of 1.255; by 15 September the distance has shortened to
5019.9 NM and the ratio to 1.210. For comparison, the static bathymetry-
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based sea-only route (ignoring ice) is 4561.1 NM with a ratio of 1.099 relative
to the 4149.6 NM great-circle distance. Thus, even once the corridor is open
in late summer, the ice-safe route remains approximately 10% longer than
the static sea-only path and about 20-25% longer than the great-circle.

An illustrative late-summer ice-feasibility map and corresponding short-
est route are shown in Fig. 8 for 15 September 2018. In mid-August, residual
ice in the central Arctic and along parts of the Siberian margin forces the
route to skirt the ice edge, yielding a strongly curved path that stays close to
the deep Norwegian—Greenland Sea and the Pacific side of the Arctic basin.
By mid-September, the ice extent has retreated further towards the cen-
tral Arctic and the marginal seas are largely accessible, allowing the route
to cut more directly across the basin and shorten by almost 200 NM. De-
spite this shortening, the corridor remains substantially longer than both the
bathymetry-only path and the unconstrained great-circle.

Taken together, these results highlight that for a given bathymetric grid
the presence of sea ice imposes a binary control on trans-Arctic feasibility at
seasonal timescales. For early-summer conditions in 2018 the chosen origin—
destination pair cannot be connected by any continuous ice-safe path under
a conservative SIC < 15% threshold, even though a deep-water backbone ex-
ists. Once the corridor opens in late summer, sea-ice still adds a second-order
but non-negligible distance penalty on top of the static sea-only inflation.
This suggests that, from the perspective of large-scale voyage planning, the
timing of the seasonal ice retreat is a more critical driver of trans-Arctic fea-
sibility than moderate variations in the exact ice-safety threshold, an aspect
further explored in the threshold-sensitivity analysis in Section 3.4.

3.4. Sensitivity to the ice-safety threshold

The previous section adopted a conservative but conventional ice-safety
criterion of SIC < 15% to define navigable sea. Here we examine how sensi-
tive the large-scale routing results are to this choice by varying the threshold
over a broad range of values and repeating the analysis.

We first fix the date to 15 September 2018, when the canonical origin—
destination pair is connected by an ice-safe route for the reference threshold,
and vary the ice-safety cut-off across SIC < 5%, 10%, 15%, 30% and 50%.
For each threshold we recompute the fraction of static sea area that is ice-
safe, the number of disconnected ice-safe components, and, where possible,
the shortest ice-safe A* route between the Atlantic and Pacific gateways. As
shown in Fig. 9, the ice-safe area fraction increases only modestly across this
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Seasonal evolution of ice-safe sea (SIC < 15%)
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Figure 6: Seasonal evolution of the ice-safe sea fraction (blue, left axis) and number of
ice-safe components (orange, right axis) for SIC < 15%. Markers show dates when the
canonical origin and destination lie in the same ice-safe component (route exists) or not.
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Seasonal evolution of ice-safe route distance (SIC < 15%)
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Figure 7: Seasonal evolution of the shortest ice-safe route distance (circles, left axis) and
route-to-great-circle ratio (red dashed line, right axis) for SIC < 15%. No route exists
in June and mid-July; from mid-August the corridor opens and gradually shortens as ice
retreats.
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Ice-only feasibility (ice < 15%, 2018-09-01)
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Figure 8: Ice-only feasibility on 15 September 2018 for the canonical origin—destination
pair under the SIC < 15% criterion. Brown shading shows ice-safe sea, cyan shows sea
blocked by ice, and blue indicates land or non-sea. The red line is the shortest ice-safe
route, with origin and destination marked.

range, from approximately 80.4% of the sea mask at SIC < 5% to 81.5% at
SIC < 50%. The number of ice-safe components fluctuates between roughly
33 and 44, reflecting local changes in the connectivity of marginal-ice zones,
but the canonical origin and destination remain in the same ice-safe compo-
nent for all thresholds considered.

The resulting route distances are remarkably insensitive to the choice of
threshold. For 15 September 2018, the shortest ice-safe sea-only path ranges
from 5024.5 NM at SIC < 5% to 5018.6 NM at SIC < 50%, corresponding
to route-to-great-circle ratios between 1.211 and 1.209. This spread of less
than 6 NM and < 0.2% in ratio is negligible compared to the ~ 10% inflation
relative to the bathymetry-only sea route and the ~ 20% inflation relative
to the unconstrained great-circle distance. In other words, once the large-
scale trans-Arctic corridor is open, moderate tightening or relaxation of the
ice-safety threshold within the range 5-50% has only a second-order effect
on route length.

To place this in a broader seasonal context, we extend the analysis to
a grid of dates and thresholds. For a set of representative dates between
15 June 2018 and 30 September 2018, and for each of the five thresholds,
we recompute the ice-safe mask and attempt to route the canonical origin—
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destination pair. The resulting route-to-great-circle ratios are summarised in
Fig. 10. Early in the season (mid-June and early July), no continuous ice-
safe path exists for any of the thresholds in the 5-50% range: the canonical
gateways lie either outside the ice-safe domain or in different disconnected
components. The corridor thus remains effectively closed, independently of
the exact choice of SIC cut-off.

A qualitatively different regime emerges once the seasonal ice cover re-
treats sufficiently. From mid-August onwards, an ice-safe trans-Arctic route
exists for all tested thresholds, with route-to-great-circle ratios between =
1.25 and ~ 1.20. The dominant gradient in the heatmap is along the time
axis: ratios decrease from about 1.25 in mid-August to about 1.20 by late
September as the corridor widens and routes can cut more directly across
the basin. In contrast, variation along the threshold axis at a given date is
weak, typically at the level of a few tenths of a percent in route length.

These results reinforce the interpretation that, at the scale of the present
corridor and grid, the seasonal timing of the ice retreat exerts a first-order
control on route feasibility and length, while the precise value of the ice-safety
threshold within a reasonable range primarily influences local connectivity
and the detailed shape of marginal-ice detours. For the purposes of large-
scale historical route diagnostics, a single reference threshold such as SIC <
15% therefore appears adequate, provided that the associated limitations for
narrow passages and coastal approaches are made explicit.

3.4.1. Joint bathymetric and ice constraints

The previous subsections considered bathymetric and ice constraints sep-
arately. In a final diagnostic step we combined both into a joint feasibility
mask, requiring each routing cell to be (i) ocean, (ii) deeper than a minimum
under-keel clearance threshold A, and (iii) ice-safe in the sense that sea-ice

max

concentration (SIC) remains below a navigational limit ¢22*. Here we adopt

hmin = 20 m and 2 = 15% as representative values for unrestricted open-
water vessels and commonly used SIC thresholds in Arctic route screening.
For a late-summer snapshot (15 September 2018) the routing grid sea
fraction can be decomposed as follows. Using only bathymetry, 93.8% of
the sea cells are deeper than 20 m, confirming that depth alone is not a
primary limiting factor at the 0.5° corridor scale. Using only ice, 80.8% of
sea cells satisfy SIC < 15% on that date. When both constraints are applied
simultaneously, the fraction of joint-safe sea decreases to 74.6% of the sea

mask. While this reduction in area is modest, its spatial organisation changes
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Figure 9: Sensitivity of ice-safe routing to the SIC threshold on 15 September 2018:
fraction of ice-safe sea (blue, left axis), number of ice-safe components (orange, right
axis), and OD connectivity (markers).
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Trans-Arctic route/GC ratio vs date and ice threshold
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Figure 10: Route-to-great-circle distance ratio for the canonical origin—destination pair
as a function of date and SIC threshold. Colours show ratios for the shortest ice-safe
routes; white crosses indicate combinations with no continuous ice-safe path.

markedly: the joint-safe mask is split into 35 disconnected components on
the 0.5° grid.

Figure 11 shows the resulting classification of the Arctic corridor into
land, sea blocked by either depth or ice, and joint-safe sea. The canonical
trans-Arctic OD endpoints lie in different joint-safe components (labels 1
and 20), so that no continuous route exists that simultaneously respects
hmin = 20 m and SIC < 15% along the entire path. This is in stark contrast
to the sea-only and ice-only experiments, where late-summer Atlantic—Pacific
connections could still be traced across the same grid Table 3.

These results highlight that, even in a relatively favourable ice year such
as 2018, the combination of shallow shelves and residual marginal ice is ca-
pable of severing trans-Arctic connectivity at coarse resolution for realis-
tic under-keel and SIC thresholds. In other words, large-scale bathymetry-
conditioned, ice-only route diagnostics (Sections 3.2 and 3.3) are optimistic
upper bounds on what can be achieved when both constraints are enforced
simultaneously. From an operational perspective this supports a two-step
interpretation: (i) the present paper’s sea-only and ice-only corridors pro-
vide an envelope of where and when an Arctic route might be attractive
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Joint depth+ice-safe mask (hmin = 20 m, SIC < 15\%, 15 Sep 2018)
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Figure 11: Joint depth—ice feasibility mask (h > 20 m, SIC < 15%) on the 0.5° routing
grid for 15 September 2018. Land, blocked sea and joint-safe sea are shown; the canonical
origin and destination lie in different joint-safe components, so no continuous depth- and
ice-safe route exists.

at the basin scale, while (ii) realistic planning for specific vessels and ports
will require higher-resolution bathymetry and sea-ice information, which we
address in subsequent work.

3.4.2. Summary of key implications for large-scale Arctic route diagnostics

The experiments in Sections 3.1-3.4.1 allow a number of robust conclu-
sions about large-scale Arctic route diagnostics on a fixed geographic grid.
To provide context for these conclusions, Table 3 summarises the canonical
trans-Arctic route distance and inflation factor under the main constraint
combinations considered in this study.

Table 3: Canonical trans-Arctic route distances and inflation factors under different
constraint sets. Dgc is the great-circle distance between origin and destination; Dyoyte 1S
the A*-derived path length on the routing grid; p = D;oute/Dcc-

Scenario Dioute [INM] P Notes

Great-circle (unconstrained) 4149.6 1.000 Theoretical lower bound

Sea-only (GEBCO, static) 4561.1 1.099 Land mask only; no ice or depth constraints
Ice-only, 15 August 2018 (SIC < 15%) 5206.0 1.255 First date with continuous ice-safe corridor
Ice-only, 15 September 2018 (SIC < 15%) 5019.9 1.210 Late-summer minimum of ice-constrained distance
Joint depth+ice, 15 September 2018 (Apin = 20 m, SIC < 15%) No continuous joint-safe route

First, enforcing sea-only feasibility on GEBCO 2024 already lengthens
the canonical trans-Arctic connection by about 10% relative to a great-circle,
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even before any environmental constraints are applied. This confirms that
widely used rule-of-thumb shortcuts for trans-Arctic corridors underestimate
path length once sharp coastlines and islands are honoured on a realistic
bathymetric grid.

Second, depth constraints at 0.5° resolution are relatively benign for open-
ocean routing. For representative under-keel limits of h,,;, = 20-50 m, more
than 85% of the sea mask remains depth-safe, and a sea-only route persists
for Amim = 20 m. Bathymetry therefore acts primarily as a static structural
constraint, shaping the corridor but not fundamentally blocking the basin-
scale connection at this resolution.

Third, historical sea-ice concentration is the dominant time-varying con-
trol on trans-Arctic connectivity in the present framework. The fraction of
ice-safe sea (SIC < 15%) increases from roughly 60% in mid-June to over 80%
in mid-September, and a continuous trans-Arctic ice corridor only appears
from mid-August onwards. Once open, the resulting ice-constrained routes
are systematically longer than the sea-only benchmark, but their excess dis-
tance decreases by about 200 NM between August and late September as the
marginal ice zone retreats.

Fourth, at the large scales considered here the existence and length of an
ice-constrained route are only weakly sensitive to the exact SIC threshold in
the range 5-50%. Changing the threshold modifies the fraction of ice-safe sea
by a few percentage points but only perturbs route length by ~ 20-30 NM
when a route exists. For basin-scale diagnostics this suggests that the choice
of SIC threshold is less critical than the choice of season and year, although
it will matter more once finer grids and coastal passages are resolved.

Finally, combining bathymetry and ice into a joint feasibility mask reveals
that even a relatively mild under-keel constraint (A, = 20 m) can fragment
the apparently open late-summer ice corridor. On 15 September 2018, only
74.6% of sea cells satisfy both depth and SIC criteria simultaneously, split
into 35 disconnected components, and the canonical origin and destination
fall into different components. At 0.5° resolution there is therefore no con-
tinuous route that is simultaneously sea-only, depth-safe and ice-safe along
its full length.

Taken together, these results position the present study as a basin-scale,
offline screening tool: it quantifies how static bathymetry and historical
ice fields shape the feasibility and excess distance of trans-Arctic routes,
and delineates the temporal window during which such connections are even
theoretically possible. In the companion work we build on this foundation
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by moving to time-evolving forecasts, finer grids and multi-objective cost
functions better aligned with operational routing practice.

4. Conclusions

This study developed an offline, grid-based framework for diagnosing the
feasibility and geometry of trans-Arctic shipping routes under static bathy-
metric and historical sea-ice constraints. Using GEBCO 2024 bathymetry re-
gridded to a 0.5° pan-Arctic corridor (40-85°N, 20°W-180°E), we constructed
a sea-only routing mask and applied A* search to a canonical west—east ori-
gin—destination pair. Even without environmental forcing, enforcing strict
sea-only feasibility increased route length from 4,150 NM (great-circle) to
about 4,560 NM (sea-only), i.e. a ~ 10% penalty arising purely from the
shape of coastlines and islands on a realistic bathymetric grid.

Static depth constraints at 0.5° resolution were found to be relatively
benign at basin scale. For representative under-keel limits of h,;, = 20-50 m,
more than 85% of the sea mask remained depth-safe, and a sea-only route
persisted for h,;, = 20 m. Depth therefore acts as a structural constraint—
eliminating shallow shelves and passages—but does not, by itself, prevent
large-scale trans-Arctic connectivity in this configuration. Bathymetry still
matters, however, for shaping where such routes can run and for interpreting
how close candidate paths approach shallow and coastal zones.

Historical sea-ice concentration emerged as the dominant time-varying
control. Using summer 2018 CMEMS sea-ice concentration regridded to the
same 0.5° routing grid and an ice-safety threshold of SIC < 15%, the fraction
of ice-safe sea increased from roughly 60% in mid-June to over 80% in mid-
September. Continuous ice-safe trans-Arctic routes appeared only from mid-
August onwards and were consistently longer than the sea-only benchmark:
~ 5,200 NM in mid-August, decreasing to ~ 5,000 NM by late September
as the marginal ice zone retreated. The excess-distance penalty relative to
great-circle therefore drops from about 25% to 20% over this late-summer
window, highlighting how the timing of Arctic transits trades off against
both feasibility and path length.

At the large scales considered here, route geometry was only weakly sen-
sitive to the precise sea-ice threshold once a route existed. Varying the
concentration threshold between 5 and 50% changed the fraction of ice-safe
sea by a few percentage points and altered route length by only 20-30 NM.
For coarse-grid, basin-scale diagnostics this suggests that the choice of SIC
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threshold is less critical than the choice of season and year, although the
threshold will become more important once narrower passages and coastal
traffic lanes are resolved.

Combining bathymetry and ice into a joint feasibility mask exposed a
more restrictive picture. For a relatively mild depth constraint (A, = 20 m)
and SIC < 15% on 15 September 2018, only about 75% of sea cells were si-
multaneously depth-safe and ice-safe, split into 35 disconnected components.
In this joint mask the canonical origin and destination fall into different
components, and no fully depth- and ice-safe trans-Arctic route exists at
0.5° resolution. This underlines that optimistic statements about a “season-
ally ice-free” Arctic can overstate actual navigable connectivity once realistic
draft constraints are imposed.

The present framework has several limitations that also point directly to
future work. First, the routing grid is coarse (0.5° ~ 55 km), so narrow
straits, detailed coastline geometry and port approaches are not resolved;
the results are intended as basin-scale diagnostics, not operational tracks.
Second, only a single canonical origin—destination pair and a single summer
season (2018) were analysed; extending the analysis to a portfolio of Eu-
rope—Asia and intra-Arctic ODs and to multi-year sea-ice statistics would
better capture inter-annual variability. Third, cost was defined purely as
geographic distance, without explicit representation of metocean forcing, re-
sistance, fuel consumption, emissions, or risk. Finally, several safety-relevant
factors—sea-ice thickness, ridging, traffic separation schemes, and region-
specific regulatory corridors—are omitted and should be incorporated before
any operational use.

Despite these limitations, the study provides a physically grounded base-
line for large-scale, safety-constrained Arctic routing. It quantifies how static
bathymetry and historical sea ice jointly shape the feasibility, timing and
excess distance of trans-Arctic connections, and it delineates when such
routes are even theoretically open. Follow-on work will build directly on
this foundation by (i) increasing spatial resolution and adding multiple ODs,
(ii) integrating time-evolving sea-ice forecasts and metocean forcing into dy-
namic cost fields, and (iii) extending the single-distance metric towards multi-
objective formulations that link routing more directly to fuel consumption,
emissions and schedule reliability.
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Appendix A. Supplementary figures

GEBCO land/sea mask over global map (40-85°N, —20-180°E)

Figure Al: GEBCO 2024 land/sea mask highlighting the Arctic routing domain (40—
85°N, 20°W-180°E) in the global context.
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Figure A2: Shallow sea areas shallower than 50 m (red circles) over GEBCO 2024

bathymetry on the 0.5° routing grid, together with the canonical trans-Arctic sea-only
route.
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Figure A3: Sensitivity of late-summer (15 September 2018) trans-Arctic route dis-
tance to the choice of ice-safety threshold. Solid line: ice-constrained route; dashed line:
bathymetry-only sea route; dotted line: great-circle distance.
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