Conflict fiche 3: Defence and other sea uses
Military use of the sea, or the use of marine and coastal areas for purposes of security and defence,
is a reality in all coastal countries. Defence interests are varied and cannot always be communicated
openly, so their inclusion in MSP can be difficult. At the same time, defence interests usually take
priority over other interests, and the military can be an important employer on the coast. This fiche
sets out what MSP can do to resolve spatial conflicts between defence and other sectors.

1. Description of the sector
National defence and security are fundamental national concerns that require special attention in
the MSP process. Not only is a safe and secure sea essential politically, but it also represents a
precondition for all other human activities in the sea.
Military and civil defence, as well as safety and security-related uses are not synonymous. Military
defence usually comprises activities that are designed to ensure capability for armed combat. This
involves armed combat capability on, above and under the water, which is ensured by means of
naval exercise areas and artillery ranges and air bases, for example. Civil defence safeguards the
civil population, ensures the most important societal functions and contributes to military defence
in the event of war. Security is a generic term that can relate to a broad range of military and
domestic issues including crime prevention and prosecution (e.g. illegal fishing), disaster relief, or
combating fires. Sweden has termed security and defence “total defence”; other countries deal with
them as separate issues.
Defence and security needs come with a degree of uncertainty. With the exception of training
exercises, it is difficult to predict what security and defence measures will need to be taken when.
The ability to respond flexibly is paramount, meaning that in times of need, security and defence
take precedence over all other uses.

2.

Conflict description

2.1. Conflicting elements
The spatial needs and interests of national defence and security at sea are complex, so potential
conflicts may not be immediately obvious. Here is a selection of examples:
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•

Maritime activities could get in the way of military infrastructure. For example, there
have been concerns that wind turbines could interfere with defence radar1 or military
underwater cables. There may also be negative impacts on optical, radio and
hydroacoustic observation and the possibilities of veiling.

•

Maritime activities can impede the proper functioning of marine infrastructure that is
considered indispensable for national safety and security, such as pipelines,
transmission cables, data cables, etc.

•

Maritime activities can interfere with naval training areas, artillery ranges or airbases, in
other words, areas that need to be free of obstacles. Obstacles particularly include tall
permanent installations such as offshore wind turbines2. Nature conservation, such as
the establishment of new MPAs3, or the establishment of aquaculture4 can also restrict
military activities.

Many of the above can be mitigated and do not necessarily imply conflict. Acute spatial conflicts
usually arise when defence interests are spatially incompatible with another interest, meaning
restrictions need to be put in place (usually on new uses claiming areas that are also of importance
to the military). Coexistence is often possible with more fleeting uses that do not impede military
activities in principle, such as tourism, fishing, or even shipping; in these cases, measures such as
temporary closures can often be used.
2.2. Spatial context
Conflicts between defence and other uses occur in all sea areas, including nearshore and offshore
areas. Differences are mostly related to the presence and number of military installations on the
coast (which may not be present in all countries – e.g. submarine bases) and the presence of
competing activities such as large infrastructure instalments (such as offshore wind farms).

3. Drivers of conflict
An important legal driver of conflict is that UNCLOS does not give coastal countries the right to
regulate defence in the EEZ. Defence is permitted in the EEZ as a customary activity, but it must
give room to other EEZ freedoms that are regulated under UNCLOS, such as cables and pipelines.
The main difficulty is that policy-wise, issues of national defence usually take precedence over all
other activities. This does not mean that compromise is impossible, or that other activities always
have to take second place, but it does mean that military needs cannot be negotiated to the same
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degree as others. In some coastal areas, the navy is an important employer, adding socio-economic
“weight” to the political weight of the sector.
An important driver of conflict is the secrecy that often surrounds military activities. Very often, the
military cannot be explicit about its spatial needs. Reasons of security may also prevent a fixed
military training zone from being designated, or from making such a zone explicit on a map. It can
therefore be a guessing game for planners to establish which other activity might pose a threat to
military needs, where and why. This same lack of transparency also affects other sectors and
stakeholders.
The military is a “hidden” yet powerful stakeholder as a result of its high national priority. It can
prevent other activities, and impose non-negotiable restrictions on other sea users. Due to this
power difference, it is all the more important for planners to act as mediators. This means engaging
with the military early in the planning process to establish what could be described as minimum
requirements for defence. Planners also play a key role as mediators vis-a-vis other sectors as the
military may not be able to speak out about its needs explicitly.
The increasing value and dependence on maritime infrastructure (such as cable and pipeline
connections or offshore wind farms) and the need to protect this infrastructure may also be a driver
of conflict.

4.

MSP Solutions

Solutions for defence-related conflicts have been found and applied in various countries. Their
applicability depends on the importance of defence needs versus other national priorities, the
precise defence activity in question, the type of sea space (e.g. crowded or not) and the scale of
conflict (local or national level). For example, the Strategic Plan for the Environment and
Development (SPED) adopted in 2015 in Malta does not address national defence and security at
all as this plan is solely focused on development and environmental protection.
When it comes to developing solutions, it should be noted that most are related to mitigation, in
the sense that defence activity is usually a given. Nevertheless, solutions are also preventative in
that they attempt to stop the conflict from becoming acute. Some general points can be noted as
follows:
•

Defence tends to be a national priority. Defence needs will therefore usually trump
other infrastructure developments, such as offshore wind farms, if there is spatial
incompatibility. There is more scope for compromise where activities do have some
spatial compatibility where coexistence is possible with defence and security activities
at least to some degree.
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•

There is no single method of inclusion of defence and security in MSP. Typical ways
include a general framework with strategic policies, where details are left to the
licensing process (e.g. in Sweden), or more comprehensive regulation in the plan where
concrete restrictions are placed on other uses in favour of defence (e.g. Poland,
Belgium).

•

A key requirement is to include the authorities responsible for national defence and
security from an early stage – ideally even at the pre-planning stage5. Ideally, the MSP
process should lead to a planning solution that does not compromise national security
and defence and sets out clear rules for other sectors and interests. The discussion
should make clear which defence and security objectives can be achieved through
marine planning and where defence interests require other sectors to adapt.

Specific solutions from various countries are described in detail below.
4.1. Analytical solutions
Solution 1: Use a compatibility matrix to identify potential conflicts
Compatibility matrices have been used to examine the potential spatial conflicts between national
defence and other sea users in projects and MSP processes. The BaltSeaPlan project identified
severe incompatibilities between military training areas and offshore energy and gas and oil
extraction. Other conflicts were found to be open to mitigation under certain circumstances and
conditions. For example, military training grounds can temporarily be opened to other uses when
they are not being used for military training6.

5
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This was done in Poland during the initial study of conditions preceding the actual planning stage
BaltSeaPlan (2013)
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Figure 1: Conflict analysis7

During the official planning process in Latvia, defence and security were also analysed in a
compatibility matrix by the Ministry of Defence. Incompatibilities were found with diving, wave
energy, mineral extraction and in case of munitions dumping also with bottom fishery and fairway
maintenance8.
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Baltic Sea Plan (2011)
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Figure 2: Overlapping interests at sea9

Compatibility matrices show that incompatibilities and the potential for co-existence come down to
the type of military activity that is to be carried out. There is a difference between military exercise
needs, which are often related to safe navigation or weapons testing, and munitions dumping, for
example.
Solution 2: Identify military areas of importance during MSP stocktaking
When it comes to developing planning solutions, the first step is to identify areas of military or
security importance during MSP stocktaking. This can be done in combination with a compatibility
matrix to get an idea of the specific military concerns and possible conflicting activities.
Sweden held a series of workshops to identify potential spatial conflicts between other sea users
and defence interests. They were attended by representatives from SwAM (including GIS experts),
the Swedish Armed Forces (SAF), the Civil Contingencies Authority, the County Administrative
Boards, and a consultant. The Armed Forces provided information on national interests of defence;
they also analysed how other interests might affect their areas of importance and interests. The
most apparent conflict turned out to be the incompatibility between inflexible installations (such as
wind turbines, aquaculture and other infrastructure) and some of SAF’s use of areas and systems at
sea10.
The following area types and associated needs were identified (Figure 3):
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•

Exercise and training areas for operations at sea and in the air. Here, permanent
installations risk damaging the national interest.

•

Areas where no new tall objects can be erected. These are mostly areas in close proximity
to military airbases.

•

Wider areas of influence related to air space, e.g. where minimum safe altitude must be
ensured.

•

Areas with a particular need to be obstacle-free, e.g. military artillery ranges.

•

Areas of particular importance for coastal weather radar, where tall objects can be a
disturbance.

•

Other national interests with impact on surroundings.

•

Other areas of influence. Some national interests cannot be presented openly for reasons of
secrecy. Here, individual reviews are required in each case.

Figure 3: National interest claims for the military part of Sweden's total defence in marine and
coastal areas11
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Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (2014)
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Story 1: How Poland analysed defence and security needs in its “Study of Conditions of Spatial
Development of Polish Sea areas”
Poland is currently developing its first maritime spatial plan which is expected to be completed in
2019. A study (“Study of Conditions”) was carried out preceding the planning process with the
intention of gathering all the necessary planning information. In this study, national defence,
security and safety were given a prominent place. The analysis included:
•

The importance given to national defence and security in the key policy documents
covering marine space;

•

The use of marine sea space by national defence and security (and to a lesser degree
by safety-related activities);

•

Planned investments in sea areas by national defence and security;

•

Actual and potential conflicts with other sea uses.

With respect to the first, three key policy documents were analysed: (i) the National Spatial
Development Concept 2030 (NSDC), which is Poland’s national spatial development strategy, (ii)
the Act of 21 March 1991 on Sea Areas of the Republic of Poland and the Maritime Administration
(JoL 2013, pos. 934 as amended) – which is concerned with spatial planning of Polish sea areas, and
(iii) the Strategy of National Safety of Poland. The general conclusion was that national defence and
security are overarching goals in Polish sea areas, which means they will impact on all other sea
uses. At the same time, uses like shipping and port development may have equally strong if not
stronger policy support and priority in some specific cases.
The policy analysis was followed by a stocktake of current activities. This covered (i) the locations of
navy training areas, anchorages and fairways – most of which are temporarily or permanently closed
to fishery and shipping (see Figure 1) and (ii) routes of military flights at low height. “Low height” in
this case is defined as a height higher than the height of hedgehopping, but not higher than 900m
(see Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Distribution of Navy exercise areas (hashed; dense hash = closed), navigation
routes (blue lines), and anchorages (blue)12

Figure 5: Marine and coastal areas for military aviation (grey areas: possible military
fights at low height; dotted areas: military airfield zones)13
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Maritime Institute in Gdansk (2016)
Ibid
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It became apparent that most military exercise areas are located in internal waters and the territorial
sea. Some, but not all are permanently closed to shipping and fishery. Routes for military flights
over sea at low height are represented as corridors with a width of 5 or 10 km and a height from sea
level of up to 2,700 m. This is an interesting fact as it means the maritime plan also considers air
space – representing a fourth dimension in addition to the sea bed, the water column and the water
surface.
The stocktaking report detected some planned investments, e.g. mooring places for naval vessels
in Kołobrzeg or the modernization of infrastructure in the naval harbour of Gdynia.
The next part of the exercise was the assessment of conflicts with other sectors. Conflicts were
assessed by stakeholders during a round of consultation on the report, but also by the planning
experts elaborating the study. For this purpose, national defence and security were divided into
three subcategories: exercise grounds, naval fairways and anchorage sites, and military aviation.
Expert opinions on conflicts were complex and covered a wide range of uses. They were
subdivided into strong and weak conflicts as follows:
Strong conflicts:
•

all military uses and offshore wind, the cooling systems of nuclear power plants,
aquaculture;

•

military aviation and off-shore wind;

•

military exercise areas and aggregates, oil and gas exploitation, pipelines, navigation,
ports, civil roadsteads and fairways, aquaculture, bathing areas, watersports;

•

naval fairways/anchorage sites and oil and gas exploration or exploitation, watersports
including diving.

Weak conflicts:
•

military exercise areas, and passive, near-bottom, pelagic fishery;

•

military exercise areas and cables;

•

naval fairways/anchorage sites and cables and pipelines.

Strong or weak conflicts were identified between naval fairways, anchorage sites and aggregate
exploration depending on the situation. Conflicts were also identified related to the potential
impact of military exercise areas on fish, birds, seals and harbour porpoises.
The Study was then put out to public consultation. This revealed a slightly different set of concerns
mostly resulting from direct experience. Stakeholders perceived strong conflicts between military
exercise areas and fishery as a result of military zones being closed to fishery – a conflict they
considered very difficult if not impossible to resolve. Stakeholders also saw weaker conflicts – i.e.
conflicts with potential solutions - between military exercise areas, naval fairways, anchorage sites
and underwater cultural heritage.

10
MSP Platform Conflict Fiche 3: Military use – Version 11 January 2019

The study concludes with the following recommendations for the forthcoming MSP process:
•

Unclassified information should be considered by the plan – concerning, inter alia, the
existing military infrastructure and its components, especially the location of naval
exercise areas, anchorages and fairways;

•

Consultation should take place with the Ministry of National Defence on the draft
maritime spatial plan to ensure it meets the needs of national defence arising from
classified information;

•

500 m safety zones should be established around objects located in sea areas,
especially near military objects (proposal submitted to the plan).

Solution 3: Identify interactions with other users
Scotland’s National Marine Plan lists a range of interactions related to national defence. Key
interactions of particular interest to marine planning are identified as follows:
•

Sea fisheries: The fishing industry can be displaced by Ministry of Defence (MOD)
activities, usually by temporary restrictions to areas or the presence of munitions
dumps;

•

Aquaculture: Aquaculture developments may lead to navigational issues and possible
disruption to MOD activity and so may be restricted in some areas;

•

Oil and gas, CCS and marine renewables including wind and wave and tidal: MOD
activity has little impact on existing infrastructure, although conversely the development
of new marine infrastructure may, in some cases, lead to navigational issues and
possible disruption to MOD activity. Radar activity can also be affected by some
installations and development requires careful consideration. However, mitigation
measures such as design considerations and navigation marking can help address
some of these issues in certain circumstances;

•

Recreational boating activity: Some recreational activities such as yachting may be
restricted on a temporal basis in certain areas;

•

Shipping/boating: The Right of Innocent Passage granted by United Nations
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) could in certain circumstances significantly
disrupt MOD operation where, for example, vessels from a marina regularly cross a
range danger area in territorial waters. In such cases, by-laws could not be enforced
against the Rights of Innocent Passage and firing would have to cease. By-laws continue
to be enforceable within internal waters.
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4.2. Policy-based solutions
Solution 4: Use strategic policy to set general priorities in marine plans
In England, the Marine Policy Statement14 states that “Marine activities should not prejudice the
interests of defence and national security and the Ministry of Defence should be consulted
accordingly”. Planning policy for specific planning areas is then formulated in line with this
statement (see Box below).
A similar situation exists in Scotland. The National Marine Plan sets out specific objectives for
defence, stipulating that in certain areas, proposals for development and use should be discussed
with the Ministry of Defence at an early stage of the licensing process. It goes on to say that “where
potential for conflict with other users is identified, appropriate mitigation will be identified and
agreed with the Ministry of Defence, prior to planning permission, a marine licence, or other
consent being granted.” The Ministry of Defence is in a strong position as it can establish by-laws
for exclusions and closures of sea areas, including also a code of conduct for fishers.
In Sweden, defence and security (“total defence”) is one of nine MSP objectives. The Swedish
Environmental Code, which provides the foundation for MSP in Sweden15, states that “areas that are
important for total defence purposes shall, to the extent possible, be protected against measures
that may be detrimental to the interests of the total defence”. In cases of incompatibility between
national interests, priority must be given to defence interests if the area is needed for defence.
In Poland defence and security were given top priority (accorded basic function) in some sea areas
located in internal and territorial waters. , as well as the status of an overarching use that can restrict
all other uses even those having top priority in a given sea area like shipping or ports in the areas
dedicated to navigation, These restriction however should be of the character that does not
undermine the basic functions of a given area (so e.g. shipping can be stopped for several days in
the year but this should be dully announced).
However even most interesting is attempt of solving conflicts in which defence had to accept
territorial claims of other sectors (mainly ports and shipping). This may require even reallocation of
training grounds. Such proposals were included in Polish MSP and talks were initiated under
supervision of the Ministry responsible for MSP in Poland.

14

HM Government Northern Ireland Executive Scottish Government Welsh Assembly Government
(2011)
15
Swedish Ministry of the Environment and Energy (2015)
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Story 2: East Inshore and Offshore Plans, England (2014): Setting out general policies and using
the licensing process for specific decisions
In the UK and Overseas Territories, the Ministry of Defence is responsible for providing military
defence and security for the people. Defence makes a significant socio-economic contribution and,
in some coastal locations, the Ministry of Defence is the major employer in the region. Any area of
United Kingdom waters can be used for military defence activities, although the nature of these
activities differs in different locations.
In 2011, the UK adopted the Marine Policy Statement which is the framework for preparing Marine
Plans and taking decisions affecting the marine environment. It firstly recognises that ‘the
construction and operation of offshore marine infrastructure, installations and activities, as well as
policies on conservation designations and the health of the wider environment may impact on
defence interests in certain areas. In a clear explanation of national priority, it subsequently states
that ‘Marine activities should not prejudice the interests of defence and national security and the
Ministry of Defence should be consulted accordingly (Marine Policy Statement 3.2.2 and 3.2.9). The
consultation requirement is an important one which has subsequently been included in the actual
MSP plan.
The East inshore and offshore marine plan areas are specifically significant for practice of air to air
combat manoeuvres, bombing, and submarine exercises. There are also a number of air bases
located along the coast with associated air traffic radars. As a result, there are specific issues for
consideration, which the plan states as Danger and Exercise Areas, other training facilities primarily
within the East Inshore Marine Plan Area, and potential interference from wind turbines on defence
radars and some training facilities within the East Offshore Marine Plan Area. A supporting map is
provided that indicates the location of the relevant military areas.
The Ministry of Defence is a consultee for the licensing of marine developments, to ensure offshore
activities and developments do not adversely affect strategic defence interests or inhibit the use of
designated Danger and Exercise Areas. The Ministry of Defence will seek mitigation measures to
overcome any identified adverse effects on defence interests so that the development can proceed.
The Ministry of Defence also engage in the preparation of development plans governing both on
and offshore development to ensure Ministry of Defence interests are appropriately recognised
and taken into account.
The actual plan policy states that “Proposals in or affecting Ministry of Defence Danger and Exercise
Areas should not be authorised without agreement from the Ministry of Defence.” This policy
supports the need for defence activities to take place within the East marine plan areas for the
purpose of national security. Priorities are made very clear by stating that if the Ministry of Defence
objects to a proposal then the development or activity will not be authorised. The aim of this policy
is to avoid conflict between existing defence activities directly using the marine environment, and
potential new licensable marine activities within the East marine plan areas. The policy is
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implemented at the project level, i.e. by issuing licenses. This policy has been included to ensure
that defence interests are not impeded given their role in the delivery of national security16.

Figure 6: Defence and national security17

16
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Marine Management Organisation (2018)
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (2014)
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Solution 5: Set out concrete rules for military areas
Defence and security can also be regulated more comprehensively. The difference here is that the
decision is not left to the licensing stage, but is taken more generally as part of the plan itself. This
creates specific non-controversial conditions for coexistence between sectors and can make
planning more effective as decisions do not have to be taken on a case-by-case basis.
In Belgium, the marine spatial plan delimits a closed munitions deposit area which dates back to
the First World War. There are bans related to activities touching the sea bed, such as fishing and
sand and gravel exploitation. The main concern here is safety and security of the storage site.

Figure 7: Areas for military exercises in Belgium. Source: Something is moving at sea. A marine spatial plan for
the Belgian part of the North Sea18

In Poland, a list of very concrete restrictions is provided in order to secure the superiority of security
and defence needs in these areas. Restrictions on the size and height of constructions were put in

18

Health Belgium (2015)
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place in line with suggestions from the Ministry of Defence in order to not restrict visibility from
military airports or radar posts. Activities that may interfere with technical and visual observation as
well as radio communications are prohibited in the vicinity of such military complexes. Defence was
given the status of “basic function” in the key training grounds in Polish territorial waters, which
means that according to Polish law, it cannot be restricted by other functions. In these key training
grounds, restrictions are therefore placed on other uses, such as laying cables or pipelines.
Safety is also a key concern in the Polish plan. For safety reasons, it was decided that offshore wind
farms should be accessible to SAR and other emergency services. These services have been
granted a general exemption from any navigational restrictions imposed on other forms of
shipping.
Solution 6: Use temporary restrictions in areas important for national defence
The Belgian plan delimits several zones for military activities where no shipping, fishing, dredging
and exploitation is allowed during military exercises. Other sea users are informed in due time by
means of a “notification to sailors”. The compromise is that shooting exercises are forbidden during
weekends, bank holidays and school holidays19.

4.3. Sector-specific solutions
Solution 7: Facilitate the development of voluntary codes of conduct
In Scotland, the fishing industry and the MOD have an agreed code of conduct which aims to
resolve conflicts arising from the respective activities. These agreements are drawn up directly
between the Ministry of Defence and the sector, a process that does not necessarily require MSP.
Nevertheless, the marine planning process can facilitate a range of aspects related to voluntary
codes of conduct. This includes stocktaking, careful identification of the problems at hand, or
dialogue between the sectors. MSP can also help to identify compromises, e.g. that fishers can
enter military areas at certain times and that fishery bans do not take place during the most
productive fishing season. MSP can also supplement such processes by providing relevant
planning information. Mechanisms for MSP include organising facilitated stakeholder discussion,
face to face consultation groups with the navy, or dedicated working groups between planners, the
navy and other affected sectors, as was done in the Lithuanian planning process.

Solution 8: Inform developers of the interests of national defence
Marine spatial plans can be used to inform potential developers of the interests of national defence
and security in given sites. Information can also be provided on the role of national defence and
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security authorities, e.g. as part of the licensing process, to allow bilateral discussions of concrete
cases and solutions.

4.4. Spatial solutions
Solution 9: Relocate some national defence and security sites
This is an option if there are alternative areas for military use and if there are overriding interests in
another sector. Usually, this requires a discussion of proposals among competent authorities and
may take time. In Lithuania, some military training areas were relocated due to environmental
concerns. This solution depends on the nature of the available sea space and will only work in areas
where there is sufficient alternative space.

Story 3: How Lithuania resolved an old problem and achieved a good outcome for three sectors
During the planning process in Lithuania, it became apparent that a newly established biosphere
area overlapped with a military training area. There was a third overlap in the same space with an
old dumping site for dredge spoil which had been there for a long time. The dumping site had
always caused some inconvenience, as dumping always had to be aligned with naval training
exercises. Sometimes, training exercises even had to be rescheduled as a result of the overlap.
Relocation therefore seemed a triple win situation that would benefit the Port Authority using the
dumping site, the Navy and also conservation.
Two round table meetings were held with the Navy to explain the issue and suggest the relocation
of the military training areas. The MSP process came at the right time for this problem and
presented a good opportunity for addressing an historical inconvenience. The topic was also
discussed with the Port Authority who were supportive of relocation and keen to avoid any further
overlap of potentially conflicting areas.
In return for their willingness to move their training area, a larger area was suggested to the Navy
that was away from natural assets and offered them greater freedom for military exercises. In the
new area, there would be no seasonal limitations to specific activities (shooting, explosions, diving
etc.) due to nature conservation regulations.
The newly proposed areas were mapped and provided both to the Navy and Port Authority for
review and approval in a third-round table discussion. When all sides agreed, the new coordinates
of the military training polygon were submitted to the Navy and Ministry of Defence for formal
approval. The entire process went very smoothly and was completed even before the maritime
spatial plan was ready and adopted.
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Although changing an area takes some effort and formal procedure, it was taken very positively by
all those involved. The key to success was proper communication in the sense of explaining the
benefits and finding common arguments for all involved so that everyone wins. The style of
communication was also selected very carefully. Planners were asking for opinions and advice and
never presented ready solutions. This allowed the Navy and Port Authority to feel respected and
valued in decision-making rather than asking them to adopt something that was decided without
their participation. Planners managed to present this exercise as an opportunity and never as an
obligation.

Solution 10: Make use of synergies
National defence and security can also offer useful synergies with nature conservation. Military
areas can prevent some types of environmental pressures simply because they restrict other
activities, although military activities add other pressures during exercise (e.g. heavy metals from
ammunition, noise, physical destruction). If military training areas are not used or restricted for
other reasons, they can act as effective conservation areas. Synergies with nature conservation
ultimately depend on the intensity and type of military use and the type of natural values at stake
(e.g. sea floor habitat, water column). The question is whether military impacts are more or less
destructive than other activities that would otherwise go on in the area (e.g. anchoring). If the
natural values are located on the seabed, for example, many defence activities can continue without
disruption, offering effective protection from other pressures and impacts20.

Aspect
Story

/

Main causes
of conflict

Role of
stakeholders

20

Story 1: Poland

Story 2: England

Story 3: Lithuania

National defence and
security are overarching
goals in Polish sea areas;
they therefore impact on
all other sea uses. At the
same time, uses like
shipping and port
development may have
equally strong if not
stronger policy support
and priority in some
specific cases.
Conflicts with other sectors
were assessed by

Need to secure military
exercise areas, other
training facilities and the
operation of defence radar

Overlap of military
training area with
dumping site –
dumping and
military exercise
cannot be carried
out concurrently

Consultation

All in favour of a new
solution

See e.g. Sweden’s Marine Spatial Plan for the Baltic Sea - Consultation proposal
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Escalating
factors

stakeholders during a
round of consultation
Military uses that cannot
be made public

Solution(s)
found

Detailed zoning plan with
priority areas for military
use; consultation
requirement with Ministry
of Defence

Solution
accepted by
stakeholders

Yes

None

Different military areas
indicated in the plan;
conditions for licensing are
stated for these areas.
Ministry of Defence is a
consultee for the licensing
of marine developments,
and looks for mitigation
measures where possible
so that the development
can proceed.
Yes

Establishment of a
new biosphere
reserve in the same
area
Relocation of
military training area

Yes

Table 1: Short analysis of the three conflicts stories on defence interests and other sectors.

5. Outlook: Future trends and developments in the sectors (with a view to the likelihood of
conflicts arising in the future)

With respect to defence interests, it is difficult to predict what the future may hold. Sweden for
example recently decided to increase its military operational ability, which is to be achieved,
amongst other things, through more exercises in marine areas. It is expected that the Swedish
Armed Forces will increase their use of national interest claims areas linked to the sea21.
The defence policy situation has changed in recent years and may change further. Freedom to act
is important. An important issue is thus to keep open shipping lanes, including main and alternative
shipping lanes. Germany, for example, founded an Institute for the Protection of Maritime
Infrastructure in 2017, tasked with protecting maritime transport and infrastructure from multiple
dangers, including offshore wind farms22. The resilience of such infrastructure is likely to be an
important issue in future.

21
22

See draft marine plan for the Baltic
Ostsee-Zeitung (2018)
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Defence activities in the territorial sea must comply with environmental legislation, which may
become stricter in the future. This might be an issue for any environmentally hazardous activities
subject to permits or registration.
There is a trend towards more mobile technical installations, which means it is becoming more
difficult to predict where defence activities may be disrupted. The same technology is becoming
more sensitive to disruption. Permanent installations in the sea are likely to increase in many
countries, increasing the likelihood of conflict.
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