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Abstract 
In 1989 a national legislative reform made way for a comprehensive ICZM program in 
Norway, allowing communes and counties to develop management plans for their own coastal 
waters. The legislation and the institutional structure that was established seemed to fulfill 
most of the requirements inherent in the goals provided by ICZM, in terms of integration and 
user-group participation. However, experience in the 1990's has shown that legislative 
shortcomings, institutional conflicts, and lack of local resources and competence have reduced 
the expected benefits of the planning reform. This article outlines the Norwegian ICZM 
system and some of its current problems and dilemmas, using the approach and experiences of 
the commune of Lurøy, Nordland county, as a focal point.  
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1. Introduction 
The tendency in coastal zones towards increased pressure and more mutually exclusive use 
forms is most likely to continue in most parts of the world. These processes cause, first, ever 
increasing tensions between the protection of natural resources on the one hand and economic 
development and other uses on the other. International experience makes ever more clear that 
management schemes must be able to serve both social and environmental needs. Second, 
tensions between various contradictory uses and users are increasing. The question, then, is 
which institutional arrangements are best capable of simultaneously co-ordinating multi-use 
competition, environmental protection, and socio-economic development. So far the most 
common approach in addressing these issues world-wide has been integrated coastal zone 
management (ICZM), whose goals are increasingly subscribed to by Norwegian coastal 
authorities.  
 
With a low population, a relatively scattered settlement structure, nearly 57.000 km of 
coastline, and a coastal zone comprising about 90.000 km², the pressures on the coastal areas 
and resources in Norway have been relatively low. In addition, most traditional use forms 
along the coast were rather transitory and multiple, causing few serious or lasting conflicts. 
Because of these features, integrated coastal zone management has not until the last decade 
become a distinct policy field in Norway. However, in order to cope with the relatively recent 
increase in actual and potential conflicts in the coastal zone, mainly caused by increases in 
leisure activities, construction of second homes, and fish farming, a comprehensive national 
ICZM program was launched through a change in the Planning and Building Act in 1989. 
Through this reform the main responsibility for planning in the coastal zone was delegated to 
the roughly 280 communes (local government/rural municipalities) and 15 counties 
(provinces) in Norway that border the sea.  
 
In this article the case of Lurøy in Nordland county is examined. Nordland county is among 
the most important in Norway in terms of both fisheries and fish farming. Furthermore, 
Nordland county has, with 14.249 km, by far the longest coastline. The county is also 
prominent when it comes to county-based coastal zone planning and state initiated coastal 
protection planning. Nordland was one of the first counties to approve it's own comprehensive 
coastal zone plan, which it did in 1997. Finally, the state's regional Environmental Division in 
Nordland proposed, as the first county, a comprehensive draft coastal protection plan in 1995. 
This plan was later halted by Parliament due to serious conflicts, particularly with fish 
farming and outdoor recreation interests. A government white paper on this plan is expected 
summer 1999. 
 
Lurøy commune is located in Ytre Helgeland in the southern part of the county, just south of 
the Arctic circle. Lurøy comprises 262 km², of which 137 km² are on the mainland and 125 
km² divided between 1372 islands and islets. It is, thus, a typical island commune. However, 
these land areas account for only 1/5 of the total area within the borders of the commune. 
Thus, 4/5 of the area of the commune is comprised by sea. The mainland's coastline is only 63 
km long, while it stretches 663 km along the islands and islets.  
 
About 2/3 of the population of slightly more than 2100 live on the islands. The commune is 
also home for a rich variety of birds, of which several are protected, among them the rather 
rare sea eagle and the sea parrot/puffin. Lurøy was the pioneer commune in Northern Norway 
in fish farming, with its first fish farm established as early as 1972. The commune is today the 
largest producer of salmon in the region. Although the commune is also large in terms of 
fisheries, most of the vessels are small and fish in inshore waters within the range of coastal 
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zone management. However, most of the local vessels spend more time in other parts of the 
county, and only a fraction fish in local waters on a permanent basis. The inner fairway/lead 
goes through central parts of the commune. 
 
The commune is generally plan-oriented and since 1993 has participated in a large regional 
effort to promote and establish coastal zone planning in the 18 communes in the Ytre-
Helgeland region. Despite this effort no approved coastal management plan has yet been in 
place in Lurøy. These qualities make the commune an excellent case with which to study 
several of the dilemmas and challenges related to ICZM in Norway. Our emphasis here is on 
the "wetside" of the coast, even if most definitions and practical approaches to coast related 
issues also will have to deal with the "dryside"2. Background for this study comes from 
previous studies in the region (Sandersen 1996, Sandersen & Buanes 1995).  
 
The paper is organised as follows. The second section gives an overall introduction to the 
emergence of the Norwegian ICZM system and how it operates. The third part deals with the 
emergence and various aspects of coastal zone management in Lurøy and at the state's 
regional level and how they apply to various elements of ICZM. The final part is a more 
general discussion of the findings. 
 
 
2. Coastal Zone Management in Norway 
ICZM can be defined as 
 

"..(t)he integrated planning and management of coastal resources and environments in a 
manner that is based on the physical, socioeconomic, and political interconnections both 
within and among the dynamic coastal systems, which when aggregated together, define a 
coastal zone." (Sorensen 1997:9) 

 
The focus of ICZM is usually the conservation and management of the publicly owned 
common property resources of the "wetside" of the coast (Clark 1997:192). ICZM provides a 
platform for formal conflict resolution methodologies and constitutes a framework for 
resolution of arguments over how, when, where, and by whom, the coastal resources should 
be exploited. ICZM can be defined as a continuous, adaptive, day-to-day process that consists 
of a set of tasks, typically carried out by several or many public and private entities (Bower & 
Turner 1998:41). Most definitions of ICZM stress the dynamic nature of the ICZM process 
and its emphasis on sectoral integration (Olsen et al. 1997:157). In a meeting of GESAMP the 
goal of ICZM was defined as: 
 

"to improve the quality of life of human communities who depend on coastal resources while 
maintaining the biological diversity and productivity of coastal ecosystems" (GESAMP 1996). 

 
Thus, ICZM will usually aim at maximising the long-term human benefits from the coastal zone 
by maintaining its fundamental ecological processes, and at the same time serve as a 
practical means of meeting short-term development objectives (Burbridge 1997:178). 
However, resources in the coastal zone can generate a wide range of different "products" and 
"services", and as many of these are incompatible, conflicts are likely, and trade-offs are 
necessary. Both the number of different stakeholder groups and the sheer scale of demands 
on resources further complicates these management processes (Bower & Turner 1998:42). 
Multiple problems, limited resources and complexity will therefore virtually always be the point 
of departure. Thus, coastal zone management requires balancing of a wide range of 
ecological, social, cultural, governance and economic considerations according to the 

                                                 
2 According to Clark (1997:195), it is desirable to include in the term coastal zone all land areas effected by the 
sea and all coastal water areas influenced by the land. 
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socially/politically desirable mix and priorities the given ICZM decision-making process has as 
goals. The challenge, then, for ICZM is to achieve viable agreements on compromises and 
social choices to support such multiple goals. In addition, the ICZM processes must be 
dynamic and adaptive in order to cope with changing circumstances in the coastal zone and 
with changing perceptions, knowledge, social priorities, governmental policies etc. The 
question, then, is whether the Norwegian coastal zone system and how it is put into practice 
are in any way close to achieving these requirements and objectives. 

 
The development of coastal zone management in Norway took place in a very incremental 
manner, taking it's point of departure mainly in the professions, administrative practices and 
institutional frameworks used in spatial planning on land. The first sign of explicit coastal 
zone intervention was the temporary Shore Act of 1965, that later was built into and replaced 
by the Shore Planning Act of 19713. This Act was intended to provide communes with the 
means to stop unwanted building development (mainly cabins) within 100 meters of the 
shoreline and to develop co-ordinated spatial plans for these areas. However, as the Act was 
limited in scope, few plans were made and a large numbers of exemptions were granted. 
Generally, the legislation was not very effective in alleviating development pressure (Bennett 
1996:202).  
 
Fish farming was made subject to license in the Aquaculture Act of 1981, and this provided 
the legal basis for controlling the size (max 8000 m4) of the farms, and ensured predominantly 
local ownership. The very growth of the industry led to a huge need for suitable locations. In 
addition, the area occupied by each operation became much larger due to various further 
regulations, such as requirements that boating not be permitted within 20 meters, and fishing 
not within 100 meters of the farms. The need for space further increased when the industry 
was struck by diseases during the 1980's. The diseases developed partly as an unintended 
result of the form for production control chosen (volume) by the government, and partly as a 
consequence of the fact that farms in the early years were located in sheltered bays and inlets 
with insufficient current and flow of water. The diseases, the subsequent need for buffer zones 
and reserve locations, and the need to separate different generations of fish led to relocations 
and a drastic expansion of the spatial requirements of the industry.  
 
In the mid-80s the rapid and rather uncontrolled growth of the fish farming industry and the 
subsequent spatial seizure led communes and counties to focus on how to plan, manage and 
co-ordinate the activity in their coastal waters (Bennett 1996:204). The industry both added to 
the pressure on the inherently sensitive, and in many cases already stressed, environments and 
led to increased competition for space and locations along the coast. The rapid growth led to 
management and commercial problems as these difficulties were not solved as fast as the 
industry developed. To address these emerging and expected problems the LENKA 
(Nationwide Assessment of the Suitability of the Norwegian Coastal Zone and Rivers for 
Aquaculture) project was established, and several dispersed and isolated plans and programs 
were initiated and made by some counties and communes throughout the second half of the 
1980's. However, neither of these efforts managed to deal efficiently with the fast changes in 
the industry. It also became increasingly clear that decisions on licensing and location of 
aquaculture plants could no longer be made on a piecemeal basis (Bennett 1996:204). Conflict 
potential with other uses of the coastal zone made it necessary to co-ordinate resource related 
and spatial issues within the framework of communal structure (spatial) plans. 
 
                                                 
3 In 1985 this Act was incorporated in the new Planning and Building Act as § 17-2. 
4 From 1989 the maximum production volume permitted increased to 12 000 m3, and in 1991 also the 
restrictions on ownership was lifted. 
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The new Planning and Building Act of 1985 (Plan- og bygningsloven (PBA)), after its 
revision in 19895, provided communes with the power to produce spatial plans for the coastal 
areas, more or less in the same way as with structure plans on land. Coastal zone management 
was in this sense orchestrated from the top of government, even if the content of the reform 
was decentralisation and devolving of decision-making power to the local level.  
 
The general purpose of the PBA is to strategically co-ordinate physical, economic, social and 
cultural development within counties and communes. The main planning tool is the 
communal development plan (kommunplan) of which the structure plan (arealdelen) is a part. 
The plan is seen as a framing device for subsequent detailed planning, management and 
decision-making (Bennett 1996:206). Planning according to the Act has an iterative and bi-
focal nature as both long-term and short-term planning are required. The plan requires a long-
term section that outlines the goals and the guidelines for sectoral planning, and a spatial plan 
for the management of areas and resources. In addition, a short-term plan for sectoral 
operation is required.  
 
In contrast to many other ICZM programs, each coastal commune and county in Norway is a 
relatively autonomous planning unit that sets its own measures, strategies and goals within the 
given institutional framework. The commune is both the lowest administrative level of the 
implementation apparatus of the state, and a local political institution in its own right with 
substantial autonomy6. Thus, when it comes to planning the communes are free to do almost 
whatever they want as long as the proper procedures are followed, and their plan does not 
conflict with laws or national interests managed by the ministries, directorates, or the regional 
state branches. Thus, ICZM in Norway is not a bunch of uncoordinated projects or programs7. 
It is rather based on a comprehensive national reform that created a legal structure and 
guidelines that are locally implemented and adapted through regular political and 
administrative processes. The power of these 280 communes and 15 counties that make up the 
coastal zone is limited, however, to the designation of given area categories. Neither the 
communes nor the counties play an important role in monitoring, enforcing and policing of 
the measures decided upon. 
 
The basic purpose of Norwegian coastal zone planning is to control construction and other 
actions in the coastal zone, and is thus an attempt to guide future development as well as to 
resolve current user conflicts. In the PBA planning in sea is defined as a right or entitlement, 
not an obligation, and the planning can only take place within the baseline (grunnlinje), which 
is defined as a line connecting the outermost skerries and points of land (Bennett 1996:201). 
 

                                                 
5 Between 1985 and 1989 the Act was confined to harbour areas as defined under the Harbour Act, and planning 
could only take place in the areas the communes declared as harbor areas. However, such declarations made the 
commune responsibility for maintenance of secondary buoyage, and thus made the communes reluctant to take 
the opportunity (Bennett 1996:204). The link to the Harbour Act was uncoupled by the revision of the Building 
and Planning Act in 1989. 
6 The commune as a political body is governed by the commune council comprising elected lay people.  
7 The "Oslofjord project" and the "Regional Coastal Zone Planning at Helgeland" are exceptions from this. 
While the former was limited to solve problems in one particular area, the second was a regional pilot project of 
national interest. 
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Coastal zone planning is discretionary, and as far as necessary the structure plan shall 
indicate: 
 

“Areas for special use or conservation of sea and rivers, including areas for traffic, fishing, aquaculture, 
nature and recreation, either separately or in combination with one or several of the use categories 
mentioned”. (Planning and Building Act § 20-4, no. 5, as translated by Bennett (1996:207) 

 
However, the legal meaning of these categories is unclear, and whether the list of categories is 
exhaustive, and whether or not the law allows supplementary rules to be attached to them has 
been disputed8 (Bennett 1996:207). Furthermore, the interpretation of their content and 
intention may vary between the communes (Jørgensen 1992). 
 

“This situation carries a good deal of frustration for communes that see planning as a means to gaining 
greater control over local resources, but find, in attempting to use supplementary regulations, that they 
come up against special laws and sectoral fields of responsibility” (Bennett 1996:207) 

 
Both counties and communes have asked for clarification of the relationship between the PBA 
and the special legislation. However, such a clarification requires a delimitation between 
several ministries and has so far not been fully undertaken. 
 
The core of the Norwegian ICZM system is the communes, and the responsibility for ICZM is 
thus fairly decentralised and built into genuine political arenas. Communes are nevertheless 
supposed to seek the advice and co-operation of superior authorities at an early stage in the 
planning and decision-making process. The planning authorities are instructed through the 
PBA to contribute to vertical and horizontal co-ordination by making contacts in the initial 
phase with all relevant public bodies, private organisations, stakeholders, and others that have 
interests in the issue subject to planning. The main issues in the structure plan must, while still 
in its draft stage, be communicated to the general public so that these issues can be openly 
debated. After the first approval in the commune council the plan is sent to the relevant 
authorities, organisations and others with a particular interest in the plan for comments, and is 
also made easily accessible to the broader public. When finally approved by the commune 
council, the spatial part (the structure plan) becomes legally binding. 
 
The Planning and Building Act conceives of planning as a continuous process that is required 
to be sequential and subject to revision every four years. The Act thus reflects a perspective in 
which planning is viewed as more of a normative social process than a technocratic exercise, 
and social learning, openness, information and participation are heavily emphasised. A 
framework for consensus building and conflict resolution processes are thus institutionalised 
in the PBA. 
 
3. Coastal zone management in Lurøy, Nordland 
Nordland is an important fishing county, and is the site for the rather famous seasonal cod 
fisheries alongside the Lofoten islands. However, the importance of fisheries have in recent 
years been challenged by the fast growing fish farming industry. Nordland is currently the 
second largest fish farming county in Norway, and produced 64 000 tons of salmon and 2500 
tons of trout in 1998, accounting for an export value of Nkr 1.7 billion (approximately US$ 
215 mill). The county has 131 fish farming concessions, a number that has been stable since 

                                                 
8 Jørgensen (1992) argues that supplementary rules cannot be attached to any of the categories mentioned in § 
20-4, no. 5. Such rules can only be applied in the sea by using § 20-4, no.1 Building areas, or to use local plans 
(reguleringsplaner) (Bennett 1996:207) 



 6 

1985 due to sector regulations. While in most cases there was only one firm behind each 
concession in the late 1980's, the concessions are now divided among 37 firms. Currently 
there are only 12 firms that have one concession each, while there are at least four firms that 
control between 10 and 15 concessions. One example of the latter is Seafarm Invest at 
Lovund in Lurøy.  
 
Of the 45 communes in Nordland, only 13 have coastal zone plans that have been completely 
approved and in force. This number includes those communes which planned use of their 
coastal areas within their ordinary structure plans. About 14 additional communes have 
embarked upon the planning process, although of these, five have been stalled due to 
objections from superior authorities. These figures are quite close to the national figures of 
1995, in which 36% of the communes had approved plans, 27% were in various stages of 
planning, and 37% were inactive (Bennett 1996:209). Taking into consideration that these 
national figures are four years old, however, there is reason to believe that the coastal zone 
management situation in Nordland is not very good. In terms of structural planning on land 
the situation is also quite poor, as less than half of the communes have had such plans 
approved. 
 
In the 1950's Lurøy had a population of approximately 3000 compared to about 2100 today. 
Today only a few of the islands are populated, which makes planning and development easier 
than previously, keeping in mind that island-communes such as Lurøy generally have 
additional disadvantages in terms of functionality and administrative costs. In the last ten 
years there has been a substantial 10% decrease in the population, and the average age is 
steadily increasing. Distances to urban centers of any size are generally long (Mo i Rana, 
Sandnessjøen, Bodø), and the number of islands make communication inconvenient and 
expensive. The commune administration attempts to reflect the settlement structure and is 
decentralised as much as possible. Even though most of the public services are located on the 
Lurøy-Onøy area, vital functions are also located on Tonnes on the main land and on Sleneset. 
Also politically is the commune largely decentralised, having local councils with substantial 
power. These local councils were used as "hearing" bodies in the coastal zone planning 
processes. Even though the largest industries are fisheries and fish farming, the Lurøy 
commune is the largest single employer (about 220 employees). 
 
The fisheries sector is decreasing in importance and consists of 120 full-time and about 50 
part-time fishers. The fishing fleet comprises about 160 fishing vessels of which 
approximately 130 are under 10 meters9 and only 3 are over 20 meters in length. Most of the 
vessels use lines, nets or seines, and the most important species targeted are cod, herring and 
saithe. Over 90 of the vessels are based on the two islands, Lovund and Sleneset. In the 1970's 
there were three processing plants in the commune, but today only the one at Lovund is left). 
In the 1990s the plant has suffered from the shortage of local landings. This was mainly due 
to the poor availability of cod in the inshore waters, and thus partly reflects a structural 
problem caused by the predominantly small fishing fleet. Nevertheless, despite the decreases 
in numbers of vessels and plants the landings have been fairly stable and the value of the 
harvest has increased. Consequently, Lurøy is still a fishing dependent commune, even if 
decreasingly so. Despite the general decline in the number of fishers and fishing vessels, 
several firms oriented towards marine activities still provide services to the fishing fleet and 
produce leisure boats, etc. 
 
                                                 
9 Since 1985 this part of the fleet have been reduced with more than 50%, whereas the larger segments have been 
more or less stable. 
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There has been a tendency among older fishermen with small vessels not to sell their boats 
when they retire, but to keep them for leisure/hobby fishing. Due to "activity requirements" 
these vessels tends to lose quotas as they are not fishing sufficiently to maintain the quota 
requirements. Had the old fishermen sold their vessels to younger local fishermen the activity 
requirements would be met), and the quotas would have remained in the commune. In the 
long run this structural feature of the small fishing fleet contributes to a loss of quotas that 
may undermine recruitment to the industry. However, the commune has on many occasions 
partly financed the purchase of vessels with quotas from other communes. The commune also 
financially supports fishermen who extend their vessels so as to obtain larger quotas10. Such 
quota-increasing efforts have to some extent compensated for the loss of quotas among the 
smaller vessels. Larger vessels, however, do not contribute to the same extent to local spin-off 
and trickle-down effects as smaller ones. This is because larger vessels fish practically all the 
time in waters distant to Lurøy, and are for the same reason also more or less irrelevant when 
it comes to coastal zone planning.  
 
However, fish farming is increasingly gaining importance and compensates for the loss of 
jobs in the fishery sector. Today the commune is probably as dependent on fish farming as on 
fisheries. There are 11 salmon concessions in the commune distributed at 44 locations. There 
are three salmon processing plants in Lurøy, and in 1995 the industry produced 3.3 mill. kg of 
salmon. Some of the fish farmers have several concessions and plants in neighbouring 
communes. Two smolt producing plants are operative. Altogether there are about 90 people 
directly employed in the fish farming sector. In addition to salmon, there are some operators 
that farm halibut, using slightly modified open cage "salmon technology", and there have 
been some efforts to produce oysters. The fact that the main fish farming areas are located on 
islands contributes to certain communication problems the commune has had to handle, 
particularly since the ferries, roads etc. have to be capable of handling large trailer trucks. EU 
water quality requirements for the processing of farmed fish also had to be met, and 
upgrading of the reservoir at Lovund had to be given priority in the communal budgets. The 
largest fish farming group in the commune is currently building a large plant for recycling of 
organic waste from fish production.  
 
The need for infrastructural improvements involving water quality, breakwaters, commercial 
harbours etc. at Lovund have put the commune in a difficult situation in several ways. The 
activity related to fish farming at Lovund forced the commune to focus its attention, 
investments and planning capacity on this particular island at the expense of other tasks and 
other parts of the commune. However, this island also appears to be home to the most highly 
developed entrepreneurial skills and to have the greatest potential for industrial growth. 
 

Some steps towards coastal zone planning in Lurøy 
Generally, Lurøy is doing well in terms of planning, and has to be considered as a rather 
planning-oriented commune. In 1986 the commune council had already decided to prepare a 
coastal zone map for the commune. This plan became instead a fish farming plan developed 
by two consultancy firms. The plan was very static and rigid and could not keep up with the 
fast development of the fish farming sector, and turned out to be not very useful as a policy 
tool. However, some of the mapped registrations were later used in the structure plan 
approved in 1993, even if this was not a coastal zone plan per se. 
 

                                                 
10 The size of the quota is generally positively related to the length of the vessels. 
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During the course of the last half of the century there have been relatively few space-related 
or resource-related conflicts in the coastal zone of Lurøy, basically because most uses were 
multiple and transitory. However, when the fish farming industry slowly emerged in the early 
1970's this peaceful picture changed slightly. In the 1980's and the early 1990's there were 
some conflicts between fishing and fish farming, related primarily to location of fish farming 
cages, but also to the spread of diseases and to some extent to genetic pollution. 
 
Fish farming in open cages introduced a new aspect to the coast of Lurøy, that of permanent 
and single use of certain areas. This was both a practical and a cultural problem. For some of 
the fishermen it was a practical problem that good fish farming localities in the 1970's and 
1980's often coincided with good places to cast their seines (kastevåger) or good places for 
live holdings (låssettingsplasser). When the diseases struck the fish farming industry, the local 
fishermen agreed to temporarily lend several of these places to the fish farmers11, and some 
fishermen claimed the fish farmers often stayed on a permanent basis. The fish farming 
localities often also interfered with the traffic and forced the fishermen to change routes. 
However, the new activity in their neighbourhood also gave rise to "cultural" reactions, as the 
fishermen saw this as an encroachment on their territory on the part of new actors and new 
activities that in their eyes did not belong on the coast  
 
Since the late 1980's, however, a general relocation of many of the farms to more open areas 
has taken place as a result of new technology and improved knowledge. To some extent this 
has reduced the conflict potential, even if the relocation has also created new conflicts in the 
short run. Currently there is no apparent need for new locations, at least as long as the 
government does not allow new concessions or the expansion of current production. 
 

Regional Coastal Zone Planning in Helgeland 
The fact that the number of conflicts was reduced due to relocations of the fish farms - and 
also because the population on the coast generally became accustomed to fish farming - did 
not, however, make coastal zone management unnecessary. Both former and present conflicts 
and a generally increasing conflict-potential in the region were the point of departure for the 
"Regional Coastal Zone Planning in Helgeland", that was established in 1993 by Nordland 
County and South-Helgeland Regional Council, with financial support from Ministry of 
Fisheries and Ministry of Environmental Protection. 
 
The project was) from the beginning an attempt to establish a regional coastal zone plan. It 
was soon realised, however, that a regional plan would not meet the juridical requirements to 
put it into effect. The project was then changed to a joint framework and process in which the 
18 attending communes could be motivated and advised as to how to proceed with the 
planning process. The project leader were among the very few in Norway with a broad and 
substantial knowledge of coastal zone planning, and formed the core of the jointly co-
ordinated planning process. Lurøy approved their participation in the main project in 1993. It 
is unlikely that the commune would have put such effort into coastal zone planning at this 
point without this strong external impulse. However, the fact that the commune joined the 
bandwagon shows that there were at least some forces working in favor of coastal zone 
planning. The main purposes of the project were to increase the level of knowledge and 
competence in coastal zone planning, and to help each commune have an approved coastal 

                                                 
11 This possible partly because the fisheries for herring and saith was in a down period, partly because there was 
mainly "foreign" vessels involved in this fishery.  
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zone plan by the end of the project. Its intentions were furthermore to insure planning quality, 
to improve co-ordination between communes, and communication between communes and 
regional and national authorities. 
 
In Lurøy a large part of the project was run as an administrative process, with substantial 
participation by stakeholders, however, particularly in the registration phase. The registration 
was comprehensive and was planned to form the basis for a coastal resource database. At a 
meeting in September 1994, commune representatives informed the fish farmers about the 
coastal zone plan. The fish farmers were asked to give input regarding the areas that might be 
of interest to the industry in the coming years. The fish farmers requested that the commune, 
through the coastal zone plan, plan for a doubling of production within five years. Later in the 
process the fish farmers identified 30 locations for potential expansion. Interestingly, even 
though good locations were a scarce resource there have been very few, if any, conflicts 
among the fish farmers themselves. This is probably a reflection of the fact that at an earlier 
stage they had reached an mutual and informal agreement about which areas should be used 
by whom.  
 
A problem experienced by the planner is the tendency among the fish farmers to keep 
locations even if they haven't been used for many years. There was also a tendency towards 
keeping locations that were given as transitional alternatives to handle the outbreak of disease. 
The planner perceived it as a problem that the fish farmers were not organised locally. They 
had, however, an appointed spokesperson which to some extent reduced this problem. Both in 
fisheries and fish farming there are tendencies towards larger units, which reduces the number 
of actors to be co-ordinated in the coastal zone, and generally reduces the need for local 
organisation. A very active regional branch of the National Fish Farmers Organisation may 
also compensate for the lack of a local organisation. To the commune, however, the lack of 
active and organised local counterparts remains a problem in terms of planning. 
 
The fisheries had a down period in the first half of the 1990's, which contributed to the 
apparent lack of conflict. However, in the last years the fisheries have regained some of their 
previous strength, and conflicts may again occur. Nevertheless, the relocation of the fish 
farming industry to more open locations makes it unlikely that serious conflicts between 
fishing and fish farming will take place. 
 
It was generally difficult to get the fishermen and the local and regional branches of the 
National Fishermen's association involved in the process, and most of the time they were 
represented by the inter-communal fisheries adviser (fiskerirettleder). Through several 
meetings the planning process finally identified 19 fishing priority areas that were registered 
in the draft plan. 
 
The herring stock have to some extent recovered, which raises interesting questions in 
connection to coastal zone planning, as this fishery requires suitable places for live holdings. 
The problem is that these fishing vessels usually are "foreign" and have no influence in local 
planning matters. The question then is simply: how can "foreign" interests be reflected in 
local planning processes? 
 
The planner also claims that the "Helgeland project" was overly concerned with registration 
of "technical" details that were burdensome for the commune to gather, and too little 
concerned with the particular planning needs of the participating communes. The planner 
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found it difficult to see the relevance of registering cultural monuments, "barrow/grave-
mounds" etc. 
 
The greatest benefits derived from the project are probably related to capacity-building, the 
creation of learning environments and arenas for discussions, informal networking and 
exchange of information and experience (Bennett & Skjerdal 1996). Even though spatial 
planning competence was already well-developed in Lurøy when the project started, at least at 
the administrative level, it is clear that the project contributed to a boost in coastal zone 
planning and knowledge thereof in Lurøy. However, the competence seems to be held mainly 
by the planner, which makes it vulnerable to personnel changes. The lack of interest on the 
part of local politicians remained a problem throughout the project period. A better link 
between industrial development plans and the coastal zone plan could to some extent have 
changed this. Then the coastal zone planning had been closer to their primary interests and the 
planning could have benefited from increased attention and priority. 
 

Conflicts Triggered by the Coastal Protection Plan for Nordland 
The regional state's Environmental Division had since early 1982 worked with a 
comprehensive coastal protection plan comprising areas of zoological, geological, and botanic 
importance. Thus, the values that the plan sought to protect were terrestrial. In 1995 a draft 
coastal protection plan was launched.  
 
Lurøy had been in communication with the Environmental Division about several areas and 
issues in connection with the various spatial plans of 1985 (generalplan), 1990 (arealplan) and 
1993 (revidert arealplan). After encouragement on the part of the Environmental Division 
three large areas in Lurøy (Lundeura, Svenningen, Risvær/Sandvær) had already been 
protected as nature conservation reserves in the Commune's 1993 structure plan, in 
anticipation that they would later become protected through the coastal protection plan. In 
addition, three areas (Helløy, Trolløy/Jesperholmen, Dyrøy) had been protected due to their 
qualities as sources for eggs and feathers (egg og dunvær) and two areas (Moflag and 
Onøy/Lurøy) had been dedicated as outdoor recreational areas. Neither of these areas 
comprised sea. 
 
The planned area Lundeura is a puffin colony on Lovund. In the protection plan this areas 
covers 1.26 km2. Svenningen, with 3.5 km2 of land, in a total area of 8.93 km2, has seabirds, 
some wetland birds, and some beach meadow areas. Risvær/Sandvær is protected due to 
beaches with particular botanic values, and comprises 22.5 km2, of which 2.9 km2 is land. 
Altogether the suggested protected areas cover 33.5 km2, of which approximately 7 km2 (23 
%) is land. This equals about 2.7% of the land area and 2.7% of the sea area of the commune. 
The protection of Lundeura and Svenningen was generally not a problem for the commune, 
despite net fishing being forbidden around Lundeura, and both places having seasonal (from 
April to July) restrictions to access. What caused conflicts, however, was that the protection 
plan for Sandvær/Risvær also included parts of the Solvær-area. After pressure from the 
Environmental Division the commune had put in place a bird protection area in spatial plans 
in the second half of the 1980's and in the 1993 structure plan. Several applications for fish 
farming locations in the area had also been objected to by the Environmental Division. The 
commune's main concern regarding protection was the restriction of the building of cabins in 
the archipelago.  
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The Environmental Division's draft plan, however, would also exclude fish farming. Four of 
the fish farmers in Lurøy operate adjacent to this area. The commune felt "ambushed" by the 
Environmental Division, and heavily resisted fish farming being disallowed in this area. Even 
the Environmental Division's right to stop certain activities many years in advance to the 
coming plan was questioned. The fact that more than 90% of the protected area was sea, while 
the objects of protection were on land also was hard for the commune to accept, particularly 
for the fish farmers, who were very upset by the draft coastal protection plan. Many also 
clearly rejected the argument that buffer zones in water might be required. The strong reaction 
from the fish farmers is surprising, considering that of the 30 additional potential locations the 
coastal zone planning process had identified, only one interfered with the protected areas. The 
fish farmers' arguments were strongly supported by the Fisheries Officer. In 1994 the 
Fisheries Officer had approved an application for a fish farming location in the area, and some 
claim this was done to challenge the Environmental Division. Thus the area became "a 
battleground" for the two state institutions. In this situation Lurøy became trapped in a 
deadlock. If the commune planned the area for aquaculture, the Environmental Division 
would reject it, and if the commune on the other hand designated it for protection, the 
Fisheries Officer would reject the plan. 
 
The coastal zone planning process in Lurøy was stopped in late 1995 as the planner did not 
want to waste time and energy running the process as long as the dispute between the 
Fisheries Officer and the Environmental Division remained unresolved. In addition several 
other fields, related to harbours, residential areas (kommunedelplaner) etc., were in need of 
planning, and with limited capacity the planner decided to put more efforts into these, at the 
expense of coastal zone planning. However, to some extent some of these other plans, 
particularly the local plans and the harbor plan, covered issues that would otherwise have 
been dealt with in the coastal zone plan, and, thus, reduced the need for it. Other communes 
that took part in the inter-communal project also claim that that the dispute involving the 
coastal protection plan slowed down the local coastal plans, particularly in the final stages. 
Thus, the situation in Lurøy today is that only an unapproved draft coastal zone plan from 
1995 exists. This plan is not explicitly or deliberately used as a guiding tool in communal 
decision-making. However, the planner states that the commune will resume the work on the 
plan in the fall of 1999. 
 
Processes bearing resemblance to this account took place in several of the communes in the 
county, and the coastal protection plan was heavily debated for several years. Finally, due to 
serious conflicts, particularly with fish farming, but also with outdoor recreation interests, the 
coastal protection plan was stopped by the Parliament. A government white paper on the plan 
is expected summer 1999. 
 
 
4. Discussion 
The fact that Lurøy did not complete the coastal zone planning process within the course of 
the "Helgeland-project" may be an indication of lack of planning capacity. Obviously, lack of 
capacity is a part of the picture. In most communes the responsibility for coastal zone 
management is simply assigned to the person already responsible for structure plans on land. 
Some also assign the responsibility to the persons responsible for environmental protection or 
industrial development. In most communes the person responsible for ICZM also has other 
tasks to perform in other fields. In Lurøy (spatial) planning, including coastal zone planning, 
has been assigned to a position (avdelingsingenør) at the "technical division". Thus in 
addition to several types of planning the position is involved in many other activities. From 
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1996 to 1997 the responsibility for environmental protection was also assigned to this 
position. It is thus clear that this position does not enjoy much slack with which to cope with 
its various planning tasks.  
 
In many communes along the Norwegian coast the knowledge of coastal zone planning and 
management is rather limited. This was certainly not so in Lurøy. The "Helgeland-project" 
had a voluntary but formal educational element, and the planner in Lurøy was one of the very 
few involved in the "Helgeland-project" who participated in this. He has a great deal of 
experience with planning and planning processes in many fields, and it is likely that a more 
inexperienced planner would have pushed the coastal zone planning process much harder. The 
problems some of the communes experienced of a "battleground" between the Environmental 
Division and the Fisheries Officer were discussed at the regional meetings during the course 
of the project, and the planner understood that the likelihood of the process being blocked in 
such a deadlock was very high. Under such conditions a "wait and see" attitude may be a wise 
strategic choice. 
 
Another argument was that there were good reasons to give higher priority to several plans 
other than the coastal zone plan. As long as planning capacity is limited, it is good economy 
to emphasise plans that are required to get certain forms of funding from the state. No such 
incentives are thus far related to coastal zone plans. However, despite the priority some plans 
may have over coastal zone planning, the planner still claims that Lurøy is "losing" financial 
support from the state due to the lack of required plans in several fields. 
 
Local politicians also have limited time, attention, and resources to devote to coastal zone 
planning. Lurøy's experience is that it was often difficult to get politicians interested in coastal 
zone planning in addition to other forms of planning. As mentioned earlier, a closer 
integration between industrial development planning and coastal zone planning could have 
increased the interest for planning in the coastal zone, and at the same time have improved the 
co-ordination between these two planning processes. 
 
The apparent lack of serious conflicts in the Lurøy coastal zone is due mainly to the relocation 
of the fish farming industry to more open locations, and to the structural changes in the Lurøy 
"home fisheries". The problems raised by fish farmers are not related to current problems, but 
to possible future ones. Experience from the last 5-10 years indicates that public coastal zone 
planning is particularly unpopular with the increasingly powerful and wealthy aquaculture 
industry. This sector has more or less objected to any measures that could be to its 
disadvantage. The industry has, nevertheless, at least some potential benefits to gain from the 
fact that coastal zone management is expected to speed up the location related application 
process. It is not unlikely that the fish farming industry has all in all benefited from communal 
coastal zone planning. This, however, remains to be seen in Lurøy. To conclude that coastal 
zone planning in Lurøy is not required, is also a premature conclusion, It is nevertheless likely 
that there would not even have been a draft coastal zone plan if the commune had not 
participated in the "Helgeland-project". Such strong external impulses towards planning may 
have serious drawbacks. It must be questioned whether it might have been preferable to 
initiate the process only when the commune was more ready for it. As it is the planning 
process, if it is to continue at all, will first have to be restarted, and it is likely to have even 
less support and interest than five years ago.  
 
So far the enhancement benefits achieved through increased outputs from the coastal zone, 
resulting either from increases in net output or from reduced conflicts among the users, has 
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been modest in Lurøy. It is, however, difficult to state whether the unapproved coastal zone 
plan has reconciled multiple resource-use conflicts and led to more efficient resource use or 
resource enhancement in the coastal zone. It is likely that most of the benefits in terms of 
solving user-conflicts will come after approval and in the years ahead.  
 
The essential elements of ICZM processes are simultaneous integration and co-ordination on 
multiple levels in an iterative assessment, planning, and implementation process, 
incorporating both national and local government as well as community and stakeholder 
groups (Christie & White 1997:163). ICZM is particularly complex because of the super-
imposition of many human activities along coastlines, and the many dimensions of integration 
that need to be addressed. As stated by Clark (1997:205), getting the co-ordination 
mechanisms working right is clearly the most difficult part of the creation of an ICZM-type 
program. And one of the frequent challenges most ICZM efforts face is the fact of inadequate 
and competing institutional and legislative frameworks. So also in Norway and Lurøy. 
Coastal zone management has not been unambiguously successful in terms of institutional 
integration, and particularly so on the regional state level. The dispersion and poor integration 
between administrative bodies at different levels and with different scopes are striking. 
 
Through changes in the Planning and Building Act the communes' authority was extended to 
the baseline. However, the extension of the communes' jurisdiction did not take place in an 
institutional vacuum. Several institutionalised actors were already there, such as fisheries, fish 
farming and traffic authorities. Thus, several coastal activities and forms of resource 
extraction are subject to special, sector related legislation and are outside the scope of the 
PBA. Such superior-level legislation leaves little institutional room for local government in 
the coastal zone to manoeuvre. Thus, coastal zone planning at the commune or county level is 
so far not a very relevant tool for the sustainable management of marine resources such as 
fisheries and other harvest-based activities that many of the communes aspire to. This is 
because the legislative and regulatory power is currently insufficient and does not allow these 
public bodies to make decisions that are explicitly aimed at regulating resource extraction and 
user rights to such resources. 
 
In Lurøy, as in many other communes, the coastal zone planning has been disturbed by a lack 
of inter-governmental integration, mixed or overlapping jurisdiction, and dispersal of 
authority. The sector-oriented government agencies are, in contrast to communes and 
counties, not very used to the co-ordination and consultation oriented working style necessary 
in ICZM. These agencies defend their turf and yield authority and prerogative grudgingly.  
 
The source of the problem lies in battles about what constitutes each institutions politically 
designated management area. Regarding ICZM such problems have been particularly 
significant in the dispute over the coastal protection plan involving the Environmental 
Protection Division and/or Fisheries Officer. The process around the Nordland coastal 
protection plan actually lead to fragmentation and inter-sectoral conflict rather than 
integration. In Lurøy and on several other occasions conflicts between these two parties have 
forced commune based coastal zone planning to an halt. Jørgensen & Kjørsvik (1995) 
comment on the fact that commune-based ICZM efforts often become a battlefield of regional 
sector authorities by stating that successful ICZM depends as much on solving conflicts 
between these as on local planning processes. 
 
With reference to such problems and processes, several people - particularly those affiliated 
with the commune level - have suggested an institutional reform that involves a strengthening 
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of the PBA at the expense of the sectoral legislation and sectoral interests. This will require 
changes in the legislation at the parliamentary level which are currently not very likely to 
occur, as the political will and courage seem to be lacking. Such changes would undermine 
the authority of existing sectoral agencies, and such suggestions are met with heavy resistance 
by the "powers that be". It is, however, likely that institutional reform is also required to 
expand the space and potential for integration at the commune and county levels. The 
problem, then, is that an institutional reform that strengthens the Planning and Building Act in 
relation to the Salt Water Fishing Act or the Natural Protection Act may cause new problems 
just as serious and difficult.  
 
Under the present system there are currently severe limitations regarding what can be co-
ordinated and integrated through the planning related legislation. As a result, the communes 
and the counties, which are the principal ICZM authorities in Norway, do not have much 
influence on the ministries and government agencies involved. Without any legislative power 
to co-ordinate these actors, such co-ordination is left to take place through voluntary 
measures, negotiations and deliberations. As in most other countries the legislation that 
regulates activities in the coastal zones in Norway is contradictory and insufficiently 
comprehensive to respond adequately to the complex relationships that exist. In order to avoid 
jurisdictional conflicts better demarcations between institutions within government have to be 
made.  
 
Given these limitations, it could be questioned to what extent communes like Lurøy can 
presently live up to the expectations, challenges and requirements inherent in ICZM. There 
are, however, as the example of Lurøy has shown, reasons to believe that even a small 
commune with limited resources can perform planning on a level which meets local 
requirements. Without the problems between the Environmental Division and the Fisheries 
Division Lurøy would most likely have had an approved plan by now. And what are the 
alternatives to local planning? 
 
It is always a risk that local governments will be very vulnerable to development proposals, 
because of the short-term economic benefits these can offer. In addition, conservation 
measures are generally poorly regarded by fishers and fish farmers if they restrict their actions 
and options, and in many communes along the coast these constitute strong and dominant 
interest-groups. Social, cultural, economic and environmental consequences have to be 
addressed and incorporated in any ICZM evaluation scheme. The hard part, then, is to strike 
the right balance between the limitation of opportunities for economic development versus a 
socially acceptable reduction in environmental quality. As Burbridge (1997:178) points out, 
what constitutes an acceptable balance will vary among different communities and will also 
vary within a community over time. Thus, the local government should be involved as it 
governs where development takes place, where resources are found, and where the benefits, 
or lack thereof, are mainly to be felt. Unless resource use options are allowed to grow from 
within, it is unlikely that they will successfully be adopted.  
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