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Abstrakt

Dette studie underseger, hvordan kommunalt sken ved bidragsfordeling efter
kystbeskyttelseslovens §9a kan bidrage til at forklare implementeringsudfordringer 1
kystbeskyttelsesprojekter. Problemfeltet tager afsat 1, at bidragsfordeling ikke kun handler
om finansiering, men ogsa om hvordan kommuner omsatter vurderinger af nytte til
konkrete betalingsforpligtelser for bererte grundejere.

Studiet besvarer problemformuleringen gennem en kvalitativ tilgang. Juridisk metode er
anvendt til at klarlegge rammerne for kommunalt sken under §9a, mens et casestudie af
dige projekterne 1 Bogense og Holl undersoger, hvordan skennet anvendes i1 konkrete
bidragsmodeller pa baggrund af kommunale dokumenter og klagesager. Interviews med
akterer, der har erfaring fra arbejdet med bidragsfordelingsmodeller, er inkluderet for at
belyse praksisneare perspektiver, som ikke fremgér direkte af dokumentmaterialet.

Konklusionen pa studiet er, at §9a giver kommunerne et nedvendigt, men konflikt folsomt
handlerum. Implementeringsudfordringer opstér isar, ndr juridisk gyldige nyttevurderinger
omsattes til gkonomiske bidrag, som bererte grundejere ikke nedvendigvis oplever som
forstéelige eller retfeerdige. Derfor kraever en velfungerende bidragsfordeling ikke kun et
lovligt fordelingsgrundlag, men ogsé klare kriterier, tydelig begrundelse og en proces, hvor
bererte grundejere oplever, at deres indsigelser bliver taget alvorligt.
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Preface

This master project has been prepared by students enrolled in the fourth semester of the
Surveying, Planning and Land Management program at Aalborg University, Kebenhavns under
supervision of Nelson F. Coelho and Mia C. Prall.

The choice to work within the field of coastal protection was motivated by an initial interest in
how sea-level rise creates legal conflicts between private landowners and public authorities
(AAU Copenhagen, p. 2). Early project work highlighted questions concerning responsibility,
financing, coastal access, environmental protection, and private property rights. This provided
the basis for focusing the project on coastal protection, before narrowing the topic to municipal
discretion and contribution allocation under §9a of Kystbeskyttelsesloven.

The aim of the project is to investigate how municipal discretion in contribution allocation
under §9a of Kystbeskyttelsesloven may contribute to implementation challenges in coastal
protection projects. The project has been approached through a legal-administrative analysis
and theories of implementation and procedural justice.

We would like to thank our supervisors for their constructive guidance, valuable feedback and
support throughout the project. We would also like to thank the interview participants for taking
the time to contribute to the project. Their willingness to share professional knowledge,
experiences and reflections has provided an important empirical basis for the study. Their input
has helped connect the analysis to practical realities.
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Al Usage in the Project

Artificial intelligence (AI) has been used as a supportive tool during the preparation of this
project. Its main function has been to support the practical workflow, improve linguistic clarity
and assist in the structuring and handling of empirical material. This use aligns with the
understanding of Al as a productivity-oriented tool that can support academic writing and
research (Khalifa & Albadawy, 2024, s. 3).

In practice, Al has been used for translation, clarification of academic terminology and
proofreading of completed text. It has also supported the organization of empirical material,
but only as an assistive tool in the authors’ own analytical process. The use of Al has therefore
not replaced independent academic reasoning, methodological decisions, source-based analysis
or the formulation of conclusions.
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Rising sea levels are increasing the need for coastal protection measures in Denmark. Since
1900, global sea levels have risen by more than 20 centimetres and along the Danish coasts
they may increase by approximately 30 to 60 centimetres by the end of this century (Danmarks
Meteorologiske Institut, 2025, p. 20). In a low-lying country such as Denmark, this
development increases the risk of coastal flooding, as higher mean sea levels intensify the
impact of storm surges, which are expected to occur more frequently in the future
(Kystdirektoratet, 2026d, pp. 7 - 9).

This risk is problematic because large parts of the Danish population and economy are located
close to the coast. Approximately one million Danes live within 1 kilometre of the coastline,
and up to 100,000 households and businesses are exposed to flooding (Kystdirektoratet, 2026d,
p. 6). Flooding may therefore have consequences for both citizens and society, including
damage to housing, infrastructure and other critical societal functions (Styrelsen for
Samfundssikkerhed, 2025, pp. 148 - 149). If sufficient adaptation measures are not
implemented, it may also lead to substantial economic losses and declining property values
(Mgller, 2023). This reinforces the need for effective implementation of coastal protection
measures.

The implementation of climate adaptation measures in Denmark nevertheless remains difficult.
Professor Halsnaes from Danmarks Tekniske Universitet argues that climate adaptation is
progressing too slowly, which may increase the scale of flood damage as sea levels and storm
surge risks continue to develop. In relation to coastal protection, she also points to the lack of
clearer guidelines for distributing the economic burden between affected parties. This may
create considerable variation in costs across the country and indicates that implementation
challenges are not only connected to the need for physical protection, but also to the way
responsibilities and costs are organised. (Jorgensen, 2024)

Municipal experiences point in a similar direction. A study conducted by Kommunernes
Landsforening shows that 51% of the country’s coastal municipalities have, within the past five
years, been forced to postpone or entirely abandon planned coastal protection projects. Among
the identified barriers 39% of municipalities highlight issues related to the allocation of costs
among affected owners of real property as a factor contributing to delays or cancellations of
projects. This is further reflected in the municipalities’ assessment of the current regulatory
framework, where 65% of the municipalities included in the statistical basis agree or strongly
agree that the current contribution allocation rules make it difficult to implement coastal
protection projects, as illustrated in Figure 1. (Jorgensen, 2024)
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To what extent do you agree or disagree that the current cost
allocation rules make it difficult to implement coastal
protection projects?

m Strongly agree / agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / disagree

Figure 1: Municipal assessment of whether current contribution allocation rules make it difficult to implement coastal
protection projects. Municipalities that responded “not relevant” or “don't know” are not included. (Jorgensen, 2024)

These findings indicate that contribution allocation is not only a question of financing these
projects, but also a practical implementation challenge. This makes it necessary to understand
contribution allocation as part of the municipal coastal protection process, which is further
clarified in the in Section 2.1.

The difficulties associated with contribution allocation have also been recognised in earlier
research which has pointed to municipal difficulties in relation to contribution allocation,
including a need for clearer guidance on how such assessments may be carried out (Petersen,
Tang, & Hansen, 2018). In 2019, Kystdirektoratet introduced guidance on contribution
allocation, which provides municipalities with a more structured framework (Kystdirektoratet,
2019a). The introduction of this guidance indicates that contribution allocation has been
recognised as an area requiring further administrative clarification. Despite this guidance, the
municipal experiences presented above indicate that difficulties persist after its introduction.

The continued relevance of contribution allocation is also reflected in recent national climate
initiatives. In February 2026, the government presented Klimatilpasningsplan II, which
includes a national investment plan extending towards 2040 and allocates 14.9 billion DKK to
coastal protection (Kystdirektoratet, 2026d, p. 4). The plan introduces increased state co-
financing, under which the state may cover up to 85% of construction costs in these projects,
while municipalities are expected to finance the remaining 15% (Kystdirektoratet, 2026d, p.
20).

The increased state role does not mean that the question of owners of real property
contributions has been resolved. Klimatilpasningsplan II states that it remains to be determined
to what extent public expenditures should later be recovered from who obtain protection from
the projects (Kystdirektoratet, 2026d, pp. 20 - 21). In this context, the government has
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established an expert group tasked with examining how project costs should be distributed in
the future and developing recommendations for a new model of contribution allocation. The
expert group is intended to propose a simpler and more transparent model for owners of real
property contributions, as unclear rules and variation in municipal allocation methods have
been identified as factors that may lead to complaints and delays in coastal protection projects.
The model must balance simplicity with the benefit principle, while also allowing for some
equalisation between owners of real property, so that they are not assigned unduly high
contributions (Milje- og Ligestillingsministeriet, 2025a). This indicates that contribution
allocation remains a central and unresolved element in the implementation.

Existing literature helps clarify why this issue is difficult in practice. Fryd, Panduro, Horn-
Petersen, Vejre & Tegner (2021) distinguishes between financing and contribution models,
where financing concerns how funds are generated, while contribution allocation concerns how
financial obligations are distributed among relevant actors. In Danish coastal protection
projects, this allocation is closely connected to the benefit principle, which may be easier to
apply in smaller and more homogeneous areas, but becomes more difficult where private
property, public infrastructure, municipal interests and different forms of benefit overlap.
Petersen, Tang & Hansen (2018) similarly point to municipal difficulties in defining “other
benefit” and substantiating the benefit obtained by affected property owners.

Taken together, all these findings shows that contribution allocation remains a central challenge
in the implementation of municipal coastal protection projects.
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1.1 Problem Statement

The introduction has shown that contribution allocation constitutes a central and recurring
implementation challenge in municipal coastal protection projects. This issue persists despite
a growing administrative need to clarify how contribution allocation should be handled in
practice.

In municipal joint coastal protection projects, contribution allocation is legally anchored in §9a
of Kystbeskyttelsesloven. The provision enables municipalities to impose contribution
obligations on owners of real property who obtain protection or another benefit from a coastal
protection project (Milje- og Ligestillingsministeriet, 2025). It thereby establishes benefit as
the central criterion for contribution allocation, while leaving municipalities with discretion in
determining how benefit is identified, assessed and translated into individual contributions.

Existing literature has identified contribution allocation as a complex issue, particularly in
relation to the interpretation of benefit, the substantiation of “other benefit”, and the need for
clearer guidance. Less attention has been given to how these difficulties may be understood
through municipalities’ exercise of discretion in concrete contribution allocation decisions.
This constitutes an important research gap, as implementation challenges may arise when
municipalities translate the benefit-based framework in §9a into contribution decisions that
affected owners of real property may contest.

On this basis, the project addresses the following problem statement:

How can challenges in the implementation of coastal protection projects be explained
through municipalities’ exercise of discretion in contribution allocation under §9a?

To address this question, the following research questions have been formulated:

1. What is the scope and legal framework of municipal discretion in contribution allocation
under §9a?

2. How is this discretion exercised in selected coastal protection projects?

3. How may the exercise of this discretion contribute to challenges in the implementation of
coastal protection projects?
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This chapter presents the conceptual background needed to understand the later parts of the
project. It introduces the municipal joint coastal protection process, explains how contribution
allocation and the benefit principle are understood in this project, and outlines administrative
discretion as a general legal and administrative concept. The purpose is to clarify the concepts
that form the basis for the later legal and empirical sections.

2.1 The Coastal Protection Projects Process

Municipal joint coastal protection projects provide the procedural setting in which contribution
allocation becomes relevant. The rules on municipal joint projects allow municipalities to
initiate coastal protection cases across longer coastal stretches and thereby coordinate
protection measures in a more coherent manner. Within this process, the municipality may
either initiate the case itself or act on request from an owner of real property. (Kystdirektoratet,
2019a, pp. 4 - 5).

As illustrated in Figure 2, when the municipality decides to proceed with a case, the preparation
of the project also includes the preparation of a contribution allocation model, which is later
sent for consultation together with the remaining project material before the municipal council
makes its final decision. This procedural placement indicates that contribution allocation is not
only a financial calculation made after a project has been designed, but a part of the process
through which the project is prepared, consulted on and decided (Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, p.
4).
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The Process for Coastal Protection Projects

Unacceptable risk of flooding/erosion

L . L . An initiative is being taken for a municipal joint project for
The municipality carries out initial probing [ .
|: coastal protection
The municipality decides to proceed with the case > Drafting of project
Citizen involvement < Process for cost allocation model
A decision is made on the specific project > Coastal protection project is carried out

Risk of flooding/erosion on an acceptable niveau

Figure 2: The municipal joint coastal protection process.

This processual placement leads to the question of how contribution allocation should be
understood and how the benefit principle structures the identification of those who may be
required to contribute.

2.2 Contribution allocation

Contribution allocation concerns the distribution of project costs among owners of real
property who obtain a benefit from a coastal protection measure. In coastal protection projects,
this distribution is structured around the benefit principle, which means that contribution
obligations are linked to the identification of owners of real property who obtain protection or
another benefit from the project. (Fryd, Panduro, Horn-Petersen, Vejre, & Tegner, 2021, p. 7)

A contribution obligation is established through an administrative decision determining the
individual contribution of each owner of real property. In coastal protection projects, this
decision is made by the municipality and has possibility to be appealed to Miljo- og
Fadevareklagencenvet. (Fryd, Panduro, Horn-Petersen, Vejre, & Tegner, 2021, p. 7)

The principle of benefit establishes a link between the contribution obligation and the benefit
obtained by the individual from a project. Benefit is understood as the advantage that follows
from the measure, for example reduced flood risk compared to the situation without the
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measure, or improved possibilities for the use of land. (Fryd, Panduro, Horn-Petersen, Vejre,
& Tegner, 2021, p. 7)

This requirement for a concrete assessment provides the basis for the following section, which
outlines administrative discretion and the administrative law principles that frame how
municipalities may exercise such discretion.

2.3 Administrative Discretion

Administrative discretion is included in the conceptual framework because contribution
allocation under the benefit principle involves a concrete assessment rather than the mechanical
application of a predetermined formula. The purpose of this section is therefore to clarify
discretion as a general legal and administrative concept before the later legal analysis examines
how this discretion is structured under §9a, see Section 5.1.

Administrative discretion arises where the legislation does not fully determine how a decision
is to be made. In such cases, a certain degree of latitude is left to the administration, either in
relation to which considerations are to be included in the decision or how the content of the
decision is determined. (Revsbech, et al., 2016, p. 216)

Discretion may therefore relate both to the premises of the decision and to its content. This
implies that the authority does not merely choose between different outcomes but also has a
certain degree of freedom in determining which factors are attributed significance and how
these are weighted. (Revsbech, et al., 2016, pp. 216 - 217)

There 1s simultaneously a gradual transition between discretion and the application of law. In
some cases, the legislation is highly precise and there is therefore no room for the
administration to exercise discretion. In other cases, the legislation is more open or contains
vague formulations, which provide the authority with a greater degree of discretion. Vague or
elastic legal provisions constitute an intermediate form between bound application of law and
free discretion. In such cases, the legislation establishes certain frameworks but leaves it to the
administration to carry out a concrete assessment within these. (Revsbech, et al., 2016, pp. 217
- 220)

In this context, the administration is subject to a duty to exercise discretion (pligtmeessigt skon),
according to which the administrative authority is obliged to carry out a concrete and individual
assessment in each case. This means that discretion cannot be replaced by fixed or mechanical
solutions. At the same time, it is generally accepted that the administrative authority may
establish general guidelines for the exercise of discretion as a point of departure for the
assessment, if these do not preclude a concrete assessment in particular cases. (Merup, 2022,
pp. 367 - 368)

Even where discretion exists, it is not unlimited but subject to legal frameworks that define
how the discretion may be exercised. These frameworks are expressed through general
principles of administrative law, including objectivity (saglihed), equality (lighed), and
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proportionality (proportionalitet), which regulate which considerations may be considered
and how they are to be balanced. (Revsbech, et al., 2016, p. 224)

2.3.1 The Principle of Objectivity

A central principle is the requirement of objective administration. This implies that an authority
may only pursue the purposes and considerations that fall within the framework of the
legislation. The decision must be based on objective considerations, and it is not sufficient
merely to refrain from irrelevant considerations, as the authority is also obliged to actively
include relevant considerations in its assessment. (Revsbech, et al., 2016, pp. 225 - 226)

The requirement of objectivity is closely connected to the principle of legality, as it is the
legislature that determines which considerations may lawfully be considered and thereby also
defines the framework for the exercise of discretion. Where the legislation does not
exhaustively specify the criteria for a decision, it is left to the administration to give content to
the provision through a concrete assessment, which must nevertheless take place within the
framework of objective considerations. (Merup, 2022, pp. 315 - 316)

In practice, this implies that the municipality must first determine which criteria may lawfully
be included in the assessment of benefit. This is carried out through an interpretation and
application of the legislation, in which relevant legal sources, such as the purpose of the Act,
preparatory works and guidelines, are considered. Subsequently, a concrete balance is
undertaken, in which the identified considerations are applied to the factual circumstances of
the case. This process reflects the distinction between legal subsumption and discretion, where
it is first established what is legally relevant and thereafter how these considerations are to be
weighted in the specific situation. (Merup, 2022, pp. 316 - 317)

It further follows that discretion must be based on a correct and sufficiently established factual
basis. If the decision rests on an incomplete or incorrect evidentiary basis, the exercise of
discretion may be set aside. (Merup, 2022, p. 319)

As pointed out in Section 2.3 the administration may not bind its discretion through fixed or
mechanical rules without the possibility of a concrete departure. Standardised models may be
applied as a point of departure, but there must always be scope to adapt the decision to the
specific case. Otherwise, this would constitute an unlawful exercise of discretion. (Merup,
2022, p. 320)

2.3.2 The Principle of Equality

Principles governing the weighting of lawful considerations apply. The authority must carry
out a concrete balancing of the relevant considerations in each individual case, and the
weighting may vary depending on the type of case and the area in question. In this context, the
principle of equality plays a central role, as materially similar cases must be treated alike, and
differential treatment requires an objective justification. (Revsbech, et al., 2016, p. 259)
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2.3.3 The Principle of Proportionality

The principle of proportionality applies, according to which a decision must not be more
intrusive than necessary. The authority must choose the least intrusive measure that is sufficient
to achieve the objective, and there must be a reasonable relationship between the intervention
and the aim pursued. (Revsbech, et al., 2016, p. 267)
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This chapter presents the theoretical perspectives used to interpret the relationship examined
in the problem statement. The purpose of the chapter is not to establish a separate theory for
each research question, but to provide concepts that can support the analytical movement from
legal clarification and empirical analysis towards a broader explanation of the findings.

Matland (1995) is included because his Ambiguity-Conflict model provides a framework for
understanding how ambiguity and conflict may shape the translation of formal decisions into
practice. Tyler (2003) is included because his theory of procedural justice directs attention to
how affected actors may respond to decisions made by public authorities, particularly where
acceptance depends not only on the outcome, but also on the perceived fairness of the process.

3.1 Implementation Theory

Implementation theory is included to provide a theoretical basis for understanding how formal
policy decisions are translated into practice. Matland (1995) develops the Ambiguity-Conflict
model as a response to an implementation literature divided between top-down and bottom-up
approaches. Rather than adding further variables, the model focuses on two central
characteristics of policy, namely ambiguity and conflict, and examines how different
combinations of these characteristics shape implementation processes (pp. 145 - 146, 153 -
155).

Policy conflict refers to situations where actors disagree about what should be done, or how it
should be done. Conflict becomes relevant for implementation when actors depend on each
other, but cannot all achieve their preferred solution at the same time. The disagreement may
concern both the aim of a policy and the practical means used to carry it out. The intensity of
conflict increases when the distance between the actors’ positions becomes greater, and when
the perceived stakes are higher. As conflict increases, persuasion and problem-solving become
less central, while bargaining and coercion become more prominent. (Matland, 1995, pp. 156
- 157)

Policy ambiguity refers to situations where a policy is open to different understandings. The
theory distinguishes between goal ambiguity and means ambiguity. Goal ambiguity concerns
uncertainty about what the policy is meant to achieve, while means ambiguity concerns
uncertainty about how the policy should be carried out in practice. This may include uncertainty
about which actors should do what, which tools should be used, how they should be used, and
what effects these choices may have. Ambiguity matters because unclear policies are harder to
monitor, may be understood differently in different places, and give local conditions greater
importance in the implementation process. (Matland, 1995, pp. 157 - 159).

An important point in the model is that ambiguity should not automatically be understood as a
weakness. Ambiguity may create uncertainty and make implementation more difficult to
control, but it may also make political agreement possible and allow for learning during
implementation. Ambiguity is therefore not treated as problematic. Its significance depends on
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how it interacts with conflict in the implementation process (Matland, 1995, pp. 158 - 159,
171). Together, ambiguity and conflict form the two dimensions of the Ambiguity-Conflict
model, shown in Figure 3.

Conflict
Low High
Administrative Political
x Implementation Implemerntation
B Fesources Power
£
&
=
=
Experimental Symbolic
_"5_,;. Implementation Implementation
" | Contextual Conditions | Coalition Strength

Figure 3: Ambiguity-Conflict matrix of policy implementation processes (Matland, 1995, p. 160)

In this project, symbolic implementation is the relevant theoretical category within the matrix
and refers to situations where both policy ambiguity and policy conflict are high. The term
symbolic does not mean that implementation is without practical consequences. Instead, it
refers to policies that are connected to broad goals, values or principles, which different actors
may interpret in different ways. In such situations, implementation becomes shaped by
competing interpretations of what the policy means and how it should be carried out in practice.
Coalition strength is therefore important, because the implementation outcome is influenced
by which local actors or coalitions can support and promote a particular interpretation during
the process. (Matland, 1995, pp. 168 - 169)

The model is used in this project to frame the relationship between means ambiguity, conflict
and symbolic implementation. This means that the later analysis does not use the theory to
assess whether a municipal decision is legally correct. Instead, the model supports an analysis
of how challenges may arise when an open policy framework must be translated into concrete
administrative practice, where actors may contest both how the policy should be interpreted
and how it should be carried out.

3.2 Procedural Justice

Procedural justice is included as a theoretical perspective for analysing how affected actors
may respond to municipal contribution decisions. Tyler (2003) develops a process-based model
of regulation, where public acceptance of legal authority is not explained only by the outcome
of a decision, but also by how the decision-making process is perceived. The model is
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psychological rather than legal normative, as it focuses on how individuals assess the exercise
of legal authority and how these assessments may influence acceptance, cooperation or
resistance (pp. 284 - 286).

A central distinction in the model is therefore the distinction between the outcome of a decision
and the procedure through which the decision is made. The theory argues that procedural justice
may influence whether people accept decisions made by legal authorities, even where the
outcome itself is perceived as unfavourable or unfair (Tyler, 2003, pp. 292 - 294). In this
project, this distinction is relevant because a contribution decision may be legally justified
while still being contested by affected actors. Procedural justice therefore provides a way to
analyse whether resistance is directed only at the contribution itself, or also at the perceived
fairness of the decision-making process behind it.

Tyler identifies two central elements that shape whether a procedure is perceived as fair, namely
the quality of decision-making and the quality of treatment. The quality of decision-making
concerns whether authorities are perceived as neutral and unbiased, and whether decisions are
based on objective indicators rather than personal views. The theory also emphasises that
openness and explanation may strengthen perceived fairness, because they allow authorities to
show that their decision-making is neutral (Tyler, 2003, pp. 298 - 300). In this project, this
concept is used to analyse whether affected actors contest the criteria, documentation or
reasoning behind municipal contribution models.

The quality of treatment concerns whether individuals are treated with dignity and respect, and
whether their rights, concerns and perspectives are acknowledged. The theory also links fair
procedures to the opportunity to explain one’s perspective and to feel that this perspective has
been considered, even where the individual does not control the final decision (Tyler, 2003, pp.
300 - 301). In this project, this concept is relevant where the empirical material indicates that
affected actors contest not only the content of a contribution decision, but also the way their
objections, local knowledge or individual circumstances have been addressed in the decision-
making process.

In this project, procedural justice is not used to assess whether municipal contribution decisions
are legally correct. Instead, the theory is used to analyse how affected actors perceive and
contest the decision-making process behind contribution allocation. This provides an analytical
basis for distinguishing between legal validity and perceived procedural fairness when the case
findings are related to the overall problem formulation.
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This chapter outlines the methods applied in the project. It begins by presenting the research
design, which structures the overall approach of the study. The chapter then introduces the
general research approach, followed by a presentation of the specific methods used for data
collection and analysis.

4.1 Research design

The following section outlines the overall research design applied to address the problem
statement and the associated research questions. The section presents the study’s qualitative
orientation, analytical approach and case study design.

4.1.1 Qualitative Method

The problem statement seeks to understand how implementation challenges in coastal
protection projects can be explained through municipalities’ exercise of discretion in
contribution allocation. This requires a qualitative research approach, as the study is concerned
with how legal and administrative processes are interpreted, applied and contested in practice.

Qualitative research is suited for studies that seek to understand how something is done,
experienced, interpreted or developed, rather than measuring the extent of a phenomenon. It
focuses on the qualities of social and institutional processes, including the meanings, arguments
and perspectives through which actors understand a given issue (Brinkmann & Tanggaard,
2010, pp. 17 - 18). In this project, this makes it possible to examine the legal and administrative
conditions through which implementation challenges emerge.

4.1.2 Analytical Approach

This section describes how the study is divided into smaller analytical parts that together
address the problem statement. As illustrated in Figure 4, the report follows a structure in which
the research questions, theoretical framework, methods and analysis are connected through a
sequential analytical logic. The purpose of the figure is to show how the different parts of the
study contribute to the overall argument.
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The first part of the analysis has a legal analytical function. It establishes the formal framework
relevant to the problem statement and clarifies the legal conditions that structure the field of
inquiry. This part therefore clarifies the legal boundaries for how municipalities may administer
contribution allocation under Kystbeskyttelsesloven.

The second part has an empirical analytical function. It examines the selected complaint cases
and interview perspectives in relation to the legal boundaries clarified by the legal analysis.
The individual case analyses are used to identify how municipal discretion is exercised in
practice, while the interview perspective adds contextual insight into how the process is
experienced and understood by relevant actors. The cross-case analysis then compares the
findings across the analytical sections to identify recurring patterns, differences and tensions.

The theoretical framework is integrated into this analytical movement rather than treated as a
separate part of the analysis. Matland (1995) and Tyler (2003), presented in Section 3, are used
as interpretative perspectives in the later analysis, particularly where the findings from the legal
and empirical parts are brought together. In this way, the theories support the transition from
case specific findings to a broader explanation of the issues raised in the problem statement.

The placement of the research questions in Figure 4 reflects this progression. The first research
question is primarily addressed through the legal analysis, while the second is addressed
through the case analysis. The third question is addressed through interview perspectives, the
cross-case analysis and the discussion, where the findings are brought together in relation to
the problem statement. In this way, the analytical approach enables the study to move from
legal clarification, through case-based analysis, to a comparative synthesis.

4.1.3 Case Study

This study applies to a multiple-case study approach, which is a research strategy identified by
Yin (2018). The approach is suited for examining how and why processes occur, particularly
when the phenomenon must be understood in relation to its real-life context (Yin, 2018, pp. 4
- 5). This is relevant to the present study, as the problem statement requires an analysis of a
process that is both legally structured and contextually applied.

This is particularly relevant in the present study, as the exercise of discretion in contribution
allocation is not fully determined by legal rules but depends on context-specific assessments
and administrative practices. This indicates that similar legal provisions may be interpreted and
applied differently across cases. The case study approach enables an examination of such
variation and how it relates to implementation challenges.

The study is designed as a multiple-case study to analyse several cases within a common
analytical framework. Case selection follows a replication logic, where cases are selected to
predict similar or contrasting results and are treated as individual studies (Yin, 2018, pp. 55 -
57). This design allows for a systematic comparison across cases, making it possible to identify
patterns in administrative practice and relate these to the broader problem statement.
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The selection of cases was carried out through a search in the database of Nevnenes Hus using
the search term “kystbeskyttelse 9a”. This search identified six complaint decisions. Four of
these were selected for further examination in the legal analysis of administrative practice in
Section 5.1.3.2, as they were considered most relevant to the project’s focus on contribution
allocation under §9a. The municipalities connected to the selected decisions were subsequently
contacted with a request for additional material. Two municipalities provided relevant
supplementary material, and on this basis the corresponding complaint decisions were selected
as the two cases for the case study. These are referred to as the Bogense and Holl dike project
see section 5.2.

4.2 Methods

The following section presents the methods applied to address the problem statement and the
associated research questions. The combination of several methods supports the study by
allowing the problem statement to be examined from different perspectives. This aligns with
Yin’s (2018) understanding of case study research, where the use of multiple sources of
evidence can strengthen the empirical basis of the study and support more robust findings (pp.
126 - 128). The following sections describe how each method is applied in the project.

4.2.1 Literature Review

This section outlines the methodological choices applied in the literature review and explains
how the review supports the project’s theoretical and analytical foundation. The approach is
based on a traditional literature review, where the selection of sources is supported by source
criticism and citation analysis. Together, these elements support a transparent and critical
selection of literature relevant to the problem statement and research questions.

4.2.1.1 Traditional Literature Review

The literature review is based on the traditional literature review approach described by Jesson,
Matheson and Lacey (2011). The approach is a desk-based research method in which the
researcher identifies, reads and critically engages with existing knowledge to provide an
overview of a given field. The aim is both to summarise the current state of knowledge and to
contribute with new insights through analysis and synthesis of the literature. (pp. 73 - 88)

In contrast to systematic reviews, a traditional literature review is not based on a fully
predefined methodological procedure but allows for a more flexible approach to the
identification and selection of relevant literature (Jesson, Matheson, & Lacey, 2011, pp. 73 -
88).
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4.2.1.2 Source Criticism

The assessment of sources forms a central part of the literature review process. Jesson,
Matheson and Lacey (2011) emphasise that sources should be assessed in relation to their
relevance, credibility and contribution to the research. (pp. 16 - 23)

In this project, sources have been assessed according to their relevance to the problem
statement, the credibility of the publication and authors, and their contribution to the project’s
analytical focus. This has been particularly important because the review includes both peer
reviewed academic literature, research-based reports and other sources that directly address the
field of inquiry.

4.2.1.3 Citation Analysis

Citation analysis has been applied as a supplementary method for assessing the relevance and
academic position of selected sources. Zhao and Strotmann (2015) describe citation analysis
as an approach that examines relationships between scientific publications based on citation
patterns, where citations may indicate influence and relatedness between scholarly works. (pp.
1-2)

In this project, citation analysis has been used to support the assessment of selected literature
and to identify whether additional relevant sources could be found through citation
relationships. Citation counts have therefore not been used as an independent measure of
quality, but as one element in the broader assessment of how the selected literature is positioned
within the research field.

4.2.1.4 Search Strategy

The literature search was carried out through keyword-based searches in Google Scholar and
Primo, Aalborg University Library’s search platform. The search was conducted in both Danish
and English, as the project required literature that could clarify the Danish legal and
administrative context, while also identifying international research that could provide broader
academic perspectives. The search was therefore used both to examine existing research and to
clarify the research gap addressed by the project.

The Danish searches focused on literature concerning “contribution allocation”, “benefit
assessment”, “coastal protection” and “climate adaptation”. The search resulted in a limited
number of directly relevant sources, several of which had few or no citations and were not peer
reviewed. However, selected Danish sources were included because they address the specific
national context and contribute to an understanding of the legal, administrative and practical
framework of the project. This reflects that their relevance was assessed not only through
citation activity and publication type, but also through source criticism and their contribution

to the project’s field of inquiry.

The international searches focused on broader academic themes related to coastal adaptation
governance, property rights and land management. The selected international sources are peer
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reviewed and generally more established within academic research. They are used primarily in
the discussion, where they support a broader interpretation of the project’s findings. Although
these sources are based on other national contexts, they provide perspectives that can inform
the Danish case when applied with attention to legal and institutional differences.

4.2.2 Document Analysis

Document analysis is used as a method for examining the legal and administrative material
relevant to the project. Documents are understood as sources that are not produced for research
purposes, but as part of institutional, legal and administrative practices. This makes them
relevant for analysing how legal frameworks are interpreted, operationalised and contested in
practice. It is therefore important to consider the type and function of each document, as this
influences the knowledge it can provide. (Brinkmann & Tanggaard, 2010, pp. 138 - 140)

4.2.2.1 Document Material and Selection

The documents have been selected based on their relevance for answering the problem
formulation and research questions and have been identified through official sources, including
Retsinformation, Karnov, Kystdirektoratet, municipal websites and Nevnenes Hus. The search
process has been guided by keywords related to coastal protection and contribution allocation
and additional documents have been identified by tracing references between relevant cases
and administrative materials, which reflects a chain-based approach to data collection
(Brinkmann & Tanggaard, 2010, p. 141).

The material has been assessed in relation to both relevance and institutional context, since the
documents serve different purposes and therefore provide different forms of knowledge. Some
documents establish the formal legal framework, while others provide insight into how this
framework is interpreted and applied in practice. It is also recognised that the documents are
produced within specific institutional settings, which may influence how decisions, conflicts
and justifications are presented.

4.2.2.2 Analytical use of documents

The document analysis is closely connected to the legal method outlined in Section 4.2.3. While
the legal analysis is used to clarify the formal legal boundaries of municipal discretion, the
document analysis is used to examine how these boundaries are operationalised in
administrative practice. The two methods therefore serve different but connected functions.
The legal method establishes the framework for what municipalities may lawfully do, while
the document analysis provides insight into how municipalities justify and apply their
discretion in concrete cases.

The documents are analysed with particular attention to how benefit is assessed, how
contribution obligations are determined, and where disagreements or conflicts emerge in the
administrative material. The document analysis thereby supports the case analysis by providing
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a basis for examining how discretion is exercised in practice and how this relates to
implementation challenges.

4.2.3 Legal Method

This section is applied to identify and interpret the legal sources relevant to the problem
statement. Danish statutory provisions have been used in their original Danish wording, but to
maintain a clear flow, the relevant legal provisions have been translated into English, while the
original Danish wording has been included in footnotes.

Legal method refers to the approach applied when working with legal problems, including how
legal arguments are constructed and which materials may be considered and interpreted to
determine the applicable law in a specific situation. Legal arguments are derived from legal
sources, and it is through the application of these that the legal problem will be analysed. In
this context, certain legal sources must be followed, such as statutes (love) and executive
regulations (bekendtgorelser), while others have a guiding character, including preparatory
works (forarbejder) and administrative guidelines (vejledninger). (Hoilund, 2022, pp. 17 - 18)

Legal method may furthermore be described through a basic structure in which the legal
problem is identified, relevant legal rules are selected, the factual circumstances of the case are
established, and a conclusion is subsequently drawn. (Evald, 2023, p. 3)

4.2.3.1 Legal Sources

Legal sources (retskilder) refer to the materials used to determine the applicable law in legal
issues. In Danish law, legal sources are typically divided into four main categories:

- Legislation and other general rules (Constitution (grundloven), statues, orders
(anordninger), executive regulations, and circulars (cirkulcerer).

- Case law (retspraksis) (judicial decisions (domstolsafgorelser).

- Custom (scedvaner) (legal custom (retssedvane) and usage

- The nature of the matter. (Evald, 2023, p. 3)

It is central to the use of legal sources that a distinction is made between binding and guiding
legal sources. Binding legal sources, such as legislation, must be applied in the determination
of'alegal issue, whereas guiding legal sources are used as interpretative contributions that serve
to clarify and specify the content of the binding rules. There is no fixed hierarchy among legal
sources, but legislation constitutes the primary basis for interpretation. Where the legislation
does not provide a clear answer, other legal sources must be considered in the interpretation.
(Evald, 2023, pp. 18 - 19)

Among sources outside statutory law, case law has particular significance, as court practice is
regarded as the highest form of practice (Heailund, 2022, pp. 59 - 60). Judicial decisions may
have significance for the interpretation and application of legislation in subsequent, similar
cases. Judgments are attributed to precedential value, which implies that the legal rule that may
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be derived from the reasoning of the judgment may have significance for future decisions. It is
therefore not the entire judgment that is decisive, but the rule that may be derived from the
decision, and the precedential value depends, among other factors, on the judicial instance, the
age of the judgment, and the nature of its reasoning. Case law thus functions as an interpretative
contribution in determining the legal position (Evald, 2023, pp. 43, 47 - 50).

In this context, administrative practice, including decisions from Miljo- og
Fadevareklagencevnet, may also be of relevance. Such decisions are, as a rule, not binding on
the courts, but may contribute to clarifying how the rules are applied within the administration.
(Evald, 2023, p. 53)

4.2.3.2 Principles of Interpretation

Interpretation of legal provisions becomes relevant in situations where uncertainty arises
regarding the understanding and content of a provision. Legislation may be formulated in
abstract terms and contain open or ambiguous concepts, which implies that, in specific cases,
it is necessary to determine how the provision is to be understood and applied. (Evald, 2023,
p. 34)

Interpretation of legal provisions becomes relevant in situations where uncertainty arises
regarding the understanding and content of a provision. Legislation may be formulated in
abstract terms and contain open or ambiguous concepts, which implies that, in specific cases,
it is necessary to determine how the provision is to be understood and applied (Evald, 2023, p.
34). Legal interpretation is often described as a progressive process, which begins with a literal
interpretation of the wording of the provision. Only where the wording does not provide
sufficient clarification does the interpretation continue with an examination of the purpose of
the rule through objective purposive interpretation and an examination of the preparatory works
through subjective purposive interpretation (Evald, 2020).

In this context, various principles of interpretation are applied, which indicate which
considerations and materials may be considered in the interpretation. These principles do not
provide a definitive answer as to how a provision is to be interpreted, but function as
methodological guidelines for the legal assessment. (Evald, 2023, p. 34)

4.2.3.2.1 Literal Interpretation
The point of departure for any interpretation is the wording of the provision, as it is the statutory
text that constitutes the object of interpretation. The interpretation therefore initially focuses

on the natural linguistic understanding of the words, that is, the meaning ordinarily attributed
to them. (Evald, 2023, p. 36)

The wording has central significance, as it will in many cases be decisive for the interpretation,
particularly where the provision appears clear and unambiguous. (Evald, 2023, p. 36)

If, by contrast, the wording is unclear or open to multiple interpretations, it may be necessary
to take other interpretative considerations into account, including the purpose of the legislation
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or the preparatory works and other judicial sources, to determine the content of the provision.
(Evald, 2023, pp. 34 - 36)

4.2.3.2.2 Purposive Interpretation

In addition to the wording, legal provisions may be interpreted based on their purpose. In this
context, a distinction is made between objective and subjective interpretation. (Evald, 2023, p.
37)

In objective interpretation, the law is interpreted considering its purpose, as reflected in the
content of the legislation and the considerations and values it seeks to promote. This includes
not only the purposes explicitly stated, but also the underlying considerations that may be
derived from the structure and coherence of the legislation. (Evald, 2023, p. 37)

In subjective interpretation, emphasis is instead placed on the intentions of the legislator, as
expressed in the preparatory works, including the explanatory notes to the bill and committee
work. The preparatory works, however, constitute interpretative material only and are not
binding in the same manner as the statutory text. (Evald, 2023, p. 37)

The application of purposive interpretation may provide a broader basis for understanding a
provision, but at the same time raises considerations relating to legal certainty, particularly
where the interpretation is based on material that is not necessarily accessible to the public.
(Evald, 2023, pp. 37 - 39)

4.2.4 Interview

This section outlines the methodological choices applied in the interview and explains how it
supports the project’s empirical foundation. The interviews supplement the document analysis
with practice-oriented perspectives on contribution allocation and municipal discretion, as
written legal and administrative material provides limited access to the practical considerations
that shape the exercise of discretion in concrete projects.

The interviews were conducted as semi-structured interviews. This form was chosen because
it enables a balance between a shared thematic framework and flexibility in the conversation.
It made it possible to follow up on the informants’ statements and gain insight into the
considerations and experiences that shape their practice. (Brinkmann & Tanggaard, 2010, pp.
31,37)

4.2.4.1 Interview Preparation and Execution

The project group contacted four municipalities involved in relevant complaint cases
concerning contribution allocation in coastal protection projects. Three of these municipalities
agreed to participate in interviews. COWI and LE34 were also contacted because they advise
municipalities on contribution allocation models, although this did not lead to interviews.
Landsforeningen for Digelag i Danmark was contacted because the organisation represents
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private owners of real property interests in relation to dike associations and coastal protection,
and the organisation agreed to participate. An interview was also conducted with
Kystdirektoratet, but this material is not included in the project because consent to use the
interview was not granted.

The final interview material consists of interviews with municipal informants from three
municipalities and one representative from Landsforeningen for Digelag i Danmark. This
composition makes it possible to include both administrative perspectives and a private actor
perspective on the exercise and experience of discretion in contribution allocation.

To structure the interviews, a thematic interview guide was developed based on the project’s
problem formulation and research questions. The guide functioned as a flexible structure rather
than a questionnaire, which is consistent with an understanding of the qualitative interview as
a social interaction between interviewer and informant. The questions were formulated in an
open and practice-oriented manner, so that the informants could draw on their own experiences
and assessments rather than only answering the listed questions. (Brinkmann & Tanggaard,
2010, pp. 40 - 42). The interview guide is included in Appendix A and B.

4.2.4.2 Use of Interview Data and Thematic Coding

The interviews were transcribed after they had been conducted. The transcription was carried
out using Good Tape an Al based speech recognition and was subsequently reviewed by the
project group. The transcription was not prepared as a fully verbatim account, as repetitions,
pauses and minor spoken language features were only included to a limited extent. Instead, the
transcription focused on retaining the meaning and central content of the interviews. This
reflects that transcription can be understood as a translation from oral to written form, where a
degree of interpretation necessarily takes place (Brinkmann & Tanggaard, 2010, p. 43).

An inductive qualitative analysis approach was applied to the interview material. This approach
entails identifying themes and patterns through immersive reading, open coding and iterative
categorisation, rather than applying predefined categories from the outset (Vaismoradi,
Turunen, & Bondas, 2013). In this project, coding was used to structure the material by linking
central statements to recurring themes, and the coding was primarily data driven, as the themes
were developed based on the empirical material (Brinkmann & Tanggaard, 2010, p. 47). The
final themes were local variation, administrative simplicity, economic resistance and
procedural fairness, which structure the interview perspective in Section 5.3.

4.2.4.3 Ethical Considerations

Ethical considerations have been addressed through anonymisation and careful representation
of the interview material. The municipal interviews are anonymised and are not treated as
official statements from the municipalities as institutions. The municipal informants are
therefore referred to as informants, and their statements are used as professional and practice-
oriented reflections from actors with experience in contribution allocation. but submitted as a
separate file. The interview with Landsforeningen for Digelag i Danmark differs from the
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municipal interviews, as the organisation referred the project group to its ex-chairman, who
agreed to be cited in his representative capacity. Across the interview material, statements are
used through selected quotations and paraphrases and are interpreted in relation to the context
in which they were made. All interview transcripts are kept confidential in Appendix C to F,
which are not included in the report itself. This approach has been chosen to avoid unnecessary
personal exposure, while still allowing the interviews to provide insight into how contribution
allocation is understood and experienced in practice (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015, p. 81).

28 of 68



Cand.geom 4 Aalborg University 4. June 2026

This chapter applies the analytical approach outlined in Section 4.1.2. While Figure 4 presents
the overall structure of the report, Figure 5 narrows the focus to the analysis chapter and
clarifies how the analytical sections are positioned in relation to the three research questions.

Analysis
RQ1 Legal Analysis
RQ2 Case Analysis
Interview Perspectives
RQ3 i
Cross- Case Analysis

Figure 5: Analysis structure diagram

As shown in Figure 5, the chapter begins by clarifying the legal conditions that frame municipal
discretion, before the empirical sections examine how this discretion is exercised and
understood in practice. The case analysis and interview perspectives contribute to this
examination in different ways, while the cross-case analysis brings the findings together across
the material. This provides the basis for discussing how municipal discretion in contribution
allocation may contribute to implementation challenges in coastal protection projects.

5.1 Legal Analysis

The following Sections examines the legal framework for municipal discretion in contribution
allocation under §9a of Kystbeskyttelsesloven. As illustrated in Figure 2, this decision-making
stage forms part of the municipal joint coastal protection process, and the analysis therefore
clarifies the municipality’s competence to impose contribution obligations and the legal
conditions under which this discretion must be exercised.

The legal analysis follows the methodological approach outlined in Section 4.2.3 and is
structured according to the flow illustrated in Figure 6.
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Legal Analysis

Statutory Law Case Law Other Judicial Sources

____________ | BE—

____________ | BE—

Objective Interpretation Administrative Practice

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, J D JERE Y DR SR B
‘ Subjective Interpretation s ‘ Ruling Law ] | Guidance ]
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Figure 6: Legal analysis structure diagram

The selected legal sources are divided into three categories Statutory Law, Case Law and Other
Judicial Sources. This is done because they have different functions in the legal analysis.
Statutory law being §9a of Kystbeskyttelsesloven and it forms the primary basis for
interpretation. Where the statutory text does not provide a complete answer, other sources are
included as interpretative contributions, see Section 4.2.3.1. Within this flow, case law is
considered before other forms of practice because they may carry precedential weight, while
other judicial sources like administrative practice and guidance are used to clarify how the legal
framework may be applied in practice as described in Section 4.2.3.1. The findings from these
sources are brought together in Section 5.1.4, where the legal framework is synthesised and
used to establish the analytical basis for the subsequent case analysis in Section 5.1.4.

5.1.1 Statutory law

The following sections examine §9a through the principles of legal interpretation. This
structure reflects an understanding of statutory interpretation as a progressive process in which
the analysis begins with a literal interpretation of the wording of the provision and, where the
wording does not provide sufficient clarification, may be supplemented by an examination of
the purpose of the rule through purposive interpretation, as described in Section 4.2.3.2.

5.1.1.1 Literal Interpretation

As the first step in this interpretative process, the wording of §9a is examined to clarify the
legal content that can be derived from the statutory text. The analysis takes its point of departure
in the ordinary linguistic meaning of the provision, as described in Section 4.2.3.2.1.
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For this purpose, §9a is divided into the following segments:

(D The municipal council may in its decision under §3 concerning a project, (2) which has
been initiated pursuant to §1a, (3) impose on owners of real property, (4) who obtain protection
or another benefit from the measure, (5) an obligation to contribute. (6)The size of the
individual contribution shall be determined by the municipal council.' (LBK nr 245 af
28/02/2025, 2025)

1. A literal interpretation is applied, whereby the provision is interpreted based on the natural
and ordinary linguistic meaning of its wording. In the first element of the provision, it is
stated that “the municipal council may in its decision under §3 concerning a project,””. The
word “may*” can, according to its ordinary linguistic meaning, be understood as expressing
a possibility rather than an obligation. The wording therefore indicates that the municipal
council has the competence to impose an obligation to contribute but is not required to do
so. The provision thereby entails an administrative discretion. Expression “in its decision
under §3*’ must, according to its natural linguistic meaning, be understood as a reference
to the decision made under §3 concerning permission to establish coastal protection
measures. §3 provides that such measures may, generally, only be carried out with
permission granted by the municipal council. The wording thus indicates that the decision
to impose an obligation to contribute must be made in connection with the decision by
which the project is permitted under §3. The formulation “concerning a project>” indicates,
according to its ordinary linguistic meaning, that the provision concerns specific coastal
protection projects processed under the rules of Kystbeskyttelsesloven. The provision
thereby links the possibility of imposing an obligation to contribute to the municipal
council’s processing and approval of a specific project under §3.

The provision thus establishes both the competence of the municipal council and the context
in which an obligation to contribute may be imposed. However, the provision also presupposes
that the project has been initiated pursuant to §1a.

2. In the second element of the provision, it is stated that the project must be “initiated

pursuant to §1a ®”. According to its ordinary linguistic meaning, the word “initiated”
means that a project has been set in motion or commenced. The reference to “pursuant to
§1a®” therefore entails that the project must have been initiated in accordance with the
procedure set out in that provision. §1a provides that the municipal council may decide to

initiate a coastal protection project for the protection of several properties against flooding

lee

(1) Kommunalbestyrelsen kan i sin afgerelse efter §3 om et projekt, (2)der er igangsat efter §1 a, (3)paleegge
ejere af fast ejendom, (4) som opnér en beskyttelse eller anden fordel ved foranstaltningen, (5)en bidragspligt.
(6)Det enkelte bidrags sterrelse fastszttes af kommunalbestyrelsen.”

2 “Kommunalbestyrelsen kan i sin afgerelse efter § 3 om et projekt,”

3 “kan”

4 ¢4 sin afgerelse efter §3”
om et projekt”

6 “jgangsat efter §1a”
7 “Igangsat”

8 «efter §1a”

5 <
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or the destructive effects of the sea. The provision thereby regulates the initial process in
which it is clarified whether a project should be initiated. It should be noted that although
§9a first refers to the decision under §3 and subsequently to projects initiated pursuant to
§1a, the sequence must in practice be understood in the reverse order. A project must first
have been initiated pursuant to §1a before a decision can be made under §3. The second
element therefore constitutes a precondition for the first element becoming relevant.

The provision thereby establishes the procedural preconditions for when an obligation to
contribute may arise. It is subsequently necessary to clarify who may be subject to such an
obligation.

3. In the third element of the provision, it is stated that the municipal council may “impose on
owners of real property,””. According to its ordinary linguistic meaning, the word
“impose'”” indicates that a legal obligation may be established for the persons concerned.
The wording therefore entails that the municipal council may impose an obligation on the
relevant owners in connection with the project. Real property as one or more cadastral
numbers which, according to the cadastral register, must be kept together (LBK nr 53 af
17/01/2024, 2025). If a cadastral number has a share land, this share is also regarded as part
of the total real property pursuant to §2 (LBK nr 53 af 17/01/2024, 2025). This
understanding is also reflected in Kystdirektoratet’s own guidance material, “within the
definition of real property, this may, for example, include plots of land with or without
buildings, buildings on land owned or leased by another party, and owner occupied flats'”’
(Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, p. 7).

The provision thus identifies the persons who may be subject to an obligation to contribute.
However, it is a condition that these owners obtain a more specifically defined benefit from the
measure.

4. In the fourth element of the provision, it is stated that the owners concerned are those “who
obtain protection or another benefit from the measure'®”. According to its ordinary
linguistic meaning, the formulation entails that there must be some form of positive effect
for the property because of the coastal protection measure. The term “protect'®”
according to its natural linguistic meaning, be understood as protection against, for
example, flooding or the destructive effects of the sea, fjords, or other parts of the territorial
waters. The formulation “or another benefit'*’ expands the scope of the provision in
linguistic terms, as it does not only include direct protection, but also other forms of benefit
that an owner of real property may obtain because of the measure. The wording therefore

must,

9 “palegge ejere af fast ejendom,”

10 “P3legge”

I “definition af fast ejendom kan der eksempelvis vare tale om grundstykker med eller uden bebyggelse,
bygninger pa fremmed eller lejet grund og ejerlejligheder”

12 “som opndr en beskyttelse eller anden fordel ved foranstaltningen”

13 “peskyttelse”

14 “cller anden fordel”

32 of 68



Cand.geom 4 Aalborg University 4. June 2026

indicates that it is a condition for imposing an obligation to contribute that the property in
question obtains protection or another benefit from the project. The provision thus indicates
a connection between the benefit obtained by a owner of real property and the obligation
that may be imposed.

The provision thereby links the obligation to contribute to the benefit obtained by the individual
owner of real property. On this basis, it is subsequently necessary to clarify what this obligation
more specifically entails.

5. In the fifth element of the provision, it is stated that “a contribution obligation'>” may be

imposed. According to its ordinary linguistic meaning, “contribution'® implies that a
financial payment or contribution must be made, while “obligation” entails a legal duty.
Read together, the formulation therefore means that the owner may be subject to a legal
obligation to pay a financial contribution. The wording thus indicates that owners of real
property who obtain protection or another benefit from the measure may be required to
contribute financially to the project. The obligation to contribute is thereby linked to the
financing of the coastal protection measures implemented as part of the project.

The provision thus establishes the financial obligation that may be imposed on the relevant
owners. It is subsequently necessary to clarify how the size of this contribution is determined.

6. In the sixth element of the provision, it is stated that “the size of the individual contribution
shall be determined by the municipal council'”. According to its ordinary linguistic
meaning, the formulation means that the municipal council has the competence to
determine the size of the contribution that each individual owner is required to pay. The
wording therefore indicates that the size of the contribution is not determined directly by
the Act but is left to the assessment of the municipal council in the specific case. The
provision thus entails that the municipal council must carry out a concrete assessment when
determining the individual contribution.

Overall, the literal interpretation shows that §9a establishes the basic elements of the
contribution scheme, including that the municipal council has the competence to impose an
obligation to contribute to connection with specific projects, which owners of real property
may be included, and that the obligation to contribute is conditional upon the achievement of
protection or another benefit. It further follows that the municipal council determines the size
of the individual contribution. The wording therefore establishes the general framework for
contribution allocation but does not contain more specific criteria for how the contributions are
to be determined in concrete terms.

15 “en bidragspligt”
16 “bidrag”

17 det enkelte bidrags sterrelse fastsattes af kommunalbestyrelsen”
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5.1.1.2 Purposive Interpretation

Following the literal interpretation, the analysis is supplemented by a purposive interpretation
of §9a. This part clarifies the purpose of the provision through an objective purposive
interpretation of Kystbeskyttelsesloven and a subjective purposive interpretation of the
preparatory works, as described in Section 4.2.3.2.2.

5.1.1.2.1 Objective Interpretation

In relation to §9a, the provision must first be understood in connection with the overall purpose
of Kystbeskyttelsesloven. According to §1, the purpose of coastal protection is to protect people
and property by reducing the risk of flooding or coastal erosion from the sea, fjords or other
parts of the territorial waters. This purpose is pursued through a balancing six considerations:

1. The need for coastal protection.

2. Economic considerations in projects covered by chapter 1a in Kystbeskyttelsesloven.

3. The technical, nature-related and environmental quality of the coastal protection
measure.

4. Recreational use of the coast.

5. Securing the existing access to and along the coast.

6. Other circumstances. (LBK nr 245 af 28/02/2025)

Within this statutory framework, §1a regulates municipal joint coastal protection projects. The
provision enables the municipal council to decide that coastal protection measures are to be
carried out for the protection of several properties against flooding or the destructive effects of
the sea, fjords or other parts of the territorial waters. It further provides that the process may be
initiated either by anyone who may obtain protection or another benefit from a coastal
protection measure, or by the municipal council itself without a prior specific request (LBK nr
245 af 28/02/2025). §la can therefore be understood as the procedural entry point to the
municipal project process, where a potential joint coastal protection project is brought within
the framework of Kystbeskyttelsesloven.

§3 concerns permission to implement coastal protection measures. According to §3, coastal
protection measures within the areas covered by the provision may only be carried out after
permission has been granted. This permission is generally granted by the municipal council,
while the provision also contains exceptions where competence is placed elsewhere (LBK nr
245 af 28/02/2025). In this way, §3 forms the permission stage within the statutory process.

Read together, §1a and §3 show that §9a is connected to a broader municipal project procedure,
where contribution allocation becomes relevant in connection with a decision under §3
concerning a project initiated pursuant to §la (LBK nr 245 af 28/02/2025). The objective
interpretation also shows that Kystbeskyttelsesloven does not set out detailed criteria for how
the municipal council must exercise its discretion when determining the allocation of
contributions.
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5.1.1.2.2 Subjective Interpretation

Following the objective interpretation, the analysis turns to the legislative background of §9a
through a subjective interpretation. The analysis includes the preparatory works relevant to the
provision, as these may clarify the legislative intention behind §9a. Previous statutory
formulations of the contribution rule are also included to clarify how contribution allocation
has been described in earlier versions of Kystbeskyttelsesloven and how the current provision
can be understood considering this legislative development.

In the early rules, the provisions on contributions were formulated broadly and without any
more detailed specification of allocation methods. No fixed criteria or models were established
for how contributions should be calculated, but it was merely stated that contributions could be
imposed on properties, and that their size was to be determined by the authority. This entails
that, from the outset, a legal position was established in which the authority had broad
discretion both to identify the contributors and to determine the allocation between them. The
system was therefore not based on a rule governed allocation mechanism, but on a discretionary
assessment in the individual cases.

“§5, Subsection 2. Contributions may be imposed on owners of properties that obtain
protection through the measure, or that otherwise derive a benefit from it. The amount
of each individual contribution is likewise determined by the county council.'®”.
(Ministeriet for Fedevarer, Landbrug og Fiskeri, 1988) (Milje- og
Ligestillingsministeriet, 1994)

This structure has been continued in the subsequent legislative amendments. Although the
competence has been transferred from the county councils to the municipal councils, no
material limitations have been introduced regarding how the contribution allocation must be
carried out. The municipalities have therefore assumed the same broad discretion that was
previously held by the counties. The legislation continues to establish only who may be subject
to contributions, but not how the contributions are to be calculated in concrete terms.

”§3, Subsection 5. Contributions may be imposed on owners of real property who obtain
protection from the measure, or who otherwise obtain a benefit from it. The size of the
individual contribution shall be determined by the municipal council."””. (LBK nr 267
af 11/03/2009)

”§3, Subsection 3. Contributions may be imposed on owners of real property who obtain
protection from the measure, or who otherwise obtain a benefit from it. The size of the
individual contribution shall be determined by the municipal council >*. (LBK nr 15
af 08/01/2016)

1885, stk. 2. Bidrag kan pdlagges ejere af ejendomme, der opnér beskyttelse ved foranstaltningen, eller som i
ovrigt opnar en fordel derved. Det enkelte bidrags sterrelse fastsattes ligeledes af amtsradet.”

1983 stk. 5. Bidrag kan pélagges grundejere, der opnar beskyttelse ved foranstaltningen, eller som i gvrigt
opnar en fordel derved. Det enkelte bidrags sterrelse fastsattes af kommunalbestyrelsen.”

20 83, stk. 3. Bidrag kan pélagges grundejere, der opnér beskyttelse ved foranstaltningen, eller som i gvrigt
opnar en fordel derved. Det enkelte bidrags sterrelse fastsattes af kommunalbestyrelsen.”

35 0f 68



Cand.geom 4 Aalborg University 4. June 2026

The preparatory works to §9a support this understanding, as they describe the provision as, in
broad terms, a continuation of existing law. The change from “landowners” to “owners of real
property” is described as a codification of existing practice, where contribution obligations had
also been imposed on, for example, owners of utility lines. The preparatory works further state
that it is for the municipal council, in the specific case and based on objective and professional
criteria, the principle of equality and other relevant considerations, to assess who should be
subject to contribution obligation and to what extent. (2016/1 LSF 78, 2016, pp. 22 - 23)

With the introduction of §9a, the contribution rule was separated into an independent provision
and connected more directly to specific coastal protection projects. This clarified the procedural
context in which contribution obligation is imposed, while the concrete determination of
contributions remained a matter for municipal assessment. The current structure therefore
supports an understanding of contribution allocation as a project-specific assessment, where
the municipality must choose and justify an allocation model that corresponds to the protection
or other benefit obtained by the affected properties.

“§9a in its decision under §5, the municipal council may impose an obligation to
contribute on owners of real property who obtain protection or another benefit from the
measure. The size of the individual contribution shall be determined by the municipal
council?". (LBK nr 78 af 19/01/2017)

"$9a. In its decision under §3 concerning a project initiated pursuant to §la, the
municipal council may impose an obligation to contribute on owners of real property
who obtain protection or another benefit from the measure. The size of the individual
contribution shall be determined by the municipal council**”. (LBK nr 705 af
29/05/2020), (LBK nr 73 af 18/01/2024) and (LBK nr 245 af 28/02/2025)

The development of the legislation can therefore be interpreted as a deliberate retention of a
flexible system, in which it is left to the municipalities to choose the method that best
corresponds to the specific project. At the same time, the increased structuring and connection
to the individual project means that this freedom of method must today be justified and
documented to a greater extent. The municipalities continue to have broad discretion, but they
must be able to explain why the chosen method has been applied, and how it leads to an
objective, relevant, and reasonable allocation.

The subjective interpretation, based on the preparatory works and the previous statutory
formulations of the contribution rule, shows that the regulation can be understood as a
continuation of an open regulatory model, where the legislation defines who may be subject to
contributions, but leaves the concrete delimitation of contributors and the determination of
individual contributions to municipal assessment.

2789 a. Kommunalbestyrelsen kan i sin afgorelse efter §5 péleegge ejere af fast ejendom, som opndr en
beskyttelse eller anden fordel ved foranstaltningen, en bidragspligt. Det enkelte bidrags storrelse fastscettes af
kommunalbestyrelsen”

22789 a. Kommunalbestyrelsen kan i sin afgorelse efter §3 om et projekt, der er igangsat efter §1 a, pdleegge
ejere af fast ejendom, som opndr en beskyttelse eller anden fordel ved foranstaltningen, en bidragspligt. Det
enkelte bidrags storrelse fastscettes af kommunalbestyrelsen.”
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5.1.2 Case Law

This part examines the identified court decision and administrative ruling concerning
contribution allocation. The analysis first considers U.2000.1668H, which is the only court
decision identified within this field, and then supplements this with the administrative ruling
KEN nr. 17986 of 29/12/1989. This order reflects that court decisions may carry precedential
weight, as described in Section 4.2.3.1, while the administrative ruling is included as an
interpretative contribution outside the courts. In this way, the section clarifies how discretion
concerning contribution allocation has previously been assessed in legal practice.

5.1.2.1 Case Decision

U.2000.1668H concerned a coastal protection project at Drageor Nordstrand, where several
properties had been flooded (U.2000.1668H, p. 1669). On this basis, Drager municipality
prepared an initial sketch of the project and carried out the statutory procedure, including public
meetings under §2 and the presentation of the contribution principles under §5, subsection 5
(LBK nr 243 af 05/04/1994).

After the hearing process, but shortly before construction, the alignment of the dike was
changed because a sewer pipe would otherwise lie in the dike or on its seaward side. The dike
was moved up to 12 metres towards the sea over approximately 550 metres (U.2000.1668H,
2000, p. 1671). The change meant that artificial foreshore had to be established on a larger part
of the stretch than first planned, which could increase expenses. The landowners argued that
this was a material change requiring a new hearing, particularly under §3, subsection 3, and
that the altered project could affect the contribution burden (U.2000.1668H, p. 1674) (LBK nr
243 af 05/04/1994).

Ostre Landsret held that the change was not materially significant, either in landscape terms or
in coastal-protection terms. It emphasized that the authority had discretion when assessing
whether a project alteration was material, and that the contribution model was lawful because
it rested on relevant criteria such as elevation, flood risk and land value (U.2000.1668H, p.
1669). Hajesret upheld that result. Under §2, subsection 1, the Court held that no new meeting
was required because the relocation only concerned about one third of the dike, did not change
the dike’s material or structure, did not affect new landowners, and had limited landscape
impact (U.2000.1668H, p. 1677) (LBK nr 243 af 05/04/1994).

The precedent is that future coastal-protection authorities may make limited adjustments to the
contribution model after a hearing without reopening the procedure, provided the criteria
remain objective, relevant and connected to the protection obtained by the properties.

5.1.2.2 Ruling Law

In ruling nr. 17986 decision concerning contribution allocation in connection with a coastal
protection project at Dybeso was examined by Miljo- og Ligestillingsministeriet. The case arose
from a project in which Vestsjeelland municipality decided to establish coastal protection
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measures. The decision was made in pursuant with §5 of Kystbeskyttelseslovens applicable at
the time (LOV nr 108 af 05/03/1988, 1988). The case concerned whether the owner of Dybeso
could be required to contribute, even though it was argued that the project primarily protected
the surrounding summer houses. (KEN nr 17986 af 29/12/1989)

Miljo- og Ligestillingsministeriet held that, pursuant to §4 in Kystbeskyttelsesloven (LOV nr
108 af 05/03/1988, 1988), it was for the municipality authority to determine the allocation of
contributions, including which criteria should be applied and the weight to be given to these
criteria. On this basis, the ministry found no grounds for amending the decision that had been
made (KEN nr 17986 af 29/12/1989).

The ruling thus indicates that the authorities have considerable discretion in determining both
the criteria and their weighting in the allocation of contributions, and that Miljo- og
Ligestillingsministeriet exercises restraint in setting aside this discretion. At the same time, it
suggests that it is sufficient for a property to be considered as obtaining a benefit from the
project for an obligation to contribute to be imposed, without requiring direct or complete
protection in every case. (KEN nr 17986 af 29/12/1989)

5.1.3 Other Judicial Sources

This section examines administrative guidance and administrative practice as other legal
sources relevant to contribution allocation. The guidance issued by Kystdirektoratet is included
to clarify how the discretion under §9a may be operationalised in municipal contribution
models. Administrative practice is examined through selected complaint decisions, which
provide insight into what has previously been contested and how such complaints have been
assessed by Miljo- og Fodevareklagencevnet.

5.1.3.1 Administrative Guidance

In 2019, Kystdirektoratet published guidance on contribution allocation in connection with the
establishment and maintenance of coastal protection measures. The guidance is directed at
municipalities and provides a recommended framework for preparing contribution allocation
in coastal protection projects. (Kystdirektoratet, 2019a)

Since coastal protection projects differ from case to case, the guidance is structured as a process
for preparing contribution allocation in concrete projects. This process is only advisory, and
the municipality must still exercise concrete discretion in each individual case, taking local and
individual conditions into account. At the same time, the guidance recommends that
contribution allocation should be designed as simply and clearly as possible in the specific
situation. This indicates that the contribution model is not based solely on an assessment of
benefit value, but also on considerations of clarity and administrative manageability.
(Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, pp. 5 - 6)

The benefit principle appears as the central contribution allocation consideration. The
document therefore functions as an interpretative contribution to how benefit may be assessed
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under §9a, while also emphasising that the municipal council determines the contribution
allocation. (Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, p. 4)

A further distinction is made between direct and indirect benefit. In relation to indirect benefit,
the guidance refers to administrative practice where Miljo- og Fodevareklagencevnet found that
a municipality must be able to substantiate why specific properties, rather than a wider and
undefined group, obtain a benefit from the project. This may, for example, be substantiated
through an expected increase in property value. (Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, pp. 7 - 8)

The practical application of the benefit principle is structured through a five-step model for
determining contribution allocation seen in Figure 7.

Process For Determining Contribution Allocation

Step 1: Determine lifetime cost of coastal protection project

Step 2: Determine the benefit value for owners of real

Step 3: Determine uniform or differentiated benefit value over time

Step 4: Determine uniform or differentiated benefit value geographically

Step 5: Determine the cost allocatio

Figure 7: Process for determining contribution allocation (Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, p. 9)

Step 1 establishes the effect of the coastal protection measure over the lifetime of the project
and then identifies which owners of real property obtain a benefit value from the project.
(Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, pp. 9 - 11)

Step 2 translates the statutory distinction between protection and other benefit into a concrete
delimitation of contributors. The assessment therefore concerns both whether a property
benefits directly or indirectly from the project. This provides the basis for the later distinction
between material and immaterial benefit value. (Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, pp. 11 - 17)

Material benefit value is primarily linked to economically measurable effects, such as avoided
damage to buildings and infrastructure, reduced maintenance costs, avoided loss of income, or
derived material benefit in the form of increased property values. (Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, pp.
11 - 14)
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Immaterial benefit value includes effects that cannot immediately be valued economically, but
which may still be included in the assessment, such as increased security, recreational value,
improved access to the coast, and the reputation of the area. (Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, pp. 11 -
14)

In Steps 3 and 4, benefit value may be differentiated both over time and geographically. The
assessment therefore does not only concern who obtains a benefit, but also how the extent of
that benefit varies between properties. Differentiation may be based on differences in exposure,
location and the effect of the project, while the municipality may also choose a more uniform
approach where benefit value is treated as equal among contributors. (Kystdirektoratet, 2019a,
pp- 17-21)

In Step 5, the benefit assessment is translated into the actual allocation of construction and
operation costs. The costs are distributed among the contributors in relation to the material and
immaterial benefit values they obtain, which means that the previous steps provide the basis
for determining the individual contributions. (Kystdirektoratet, 2019a, pp. 21 - 22)

Overall, the guidance shows how the benefit principle may be translated into a concrete
assessment of contributors, benefit values and individual contributions. At the same time, it
illustrates that contribution allocation remains dependent on the specific project, as the
guidance provides a practical framework without removing the discretionary character of the
municipal assessment.

5.1.3.2 Administrative Practice

Administrative practice is included because decisions from Miljo- og Fodevareklagencevnet
may contribute to clarifying how legal rules are applied within the administration as described
in Section 4.2.3. The purpose of the section is not to conduct separate case analyses, but to
identify the established precedent.

5.1.3.2.1 Vejle Dike Complain Case

Administrative practice in this decision shows that the municipality has broad discretion when
determining contribution obligations for joint coastal protection projects, if the distribution is
based on objective, measurable and professionally justified criteria. The Miljo- og
Fadevareklagencevnet upheld Vejle municipality’s decision because the contribution model was
based on the average terrain elevation of each property using the Danish Elevation Model, and
because the model was considered proportionate in relation to the size of the project and the
protection achieved. The decision also shows that previous flooding on an individual property
is not decisive if the property objectively receives protection or another benefit from the
project. (Miljo- og Fadevareklagenavnet, 2021, pp. 6 - 7)

As precedent, the decision indicates that future municipal decisions on contribution distribution
may be based on general models rather than individual assessments of each property, provided
that the model is professionally justified, applied equally and economically reasonable. The
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ruling therefore strengthens municipalities’ ability to use elevation, benefit and solidarity
principles in joint coastal protection projects.

5.1.3.2.2 Varde Dike Complain Case

Administrative practice in this decision shows that a municipality may revise both the cost
distribution and the statutes of an existing dike association when the decision is based on the
Kystbeskyttelsesloven, objective criteria and a concrete assessment of which properties receive
protection or another benefit. Miljo- og Fodevareklagencenvet upheld Varde municipality’s
decision because the properties had historically been part of the dike association, even though
the membership obligation had not been registered after subdivision. The Board also found that
registration of membership was informative rather than a validity requirement, and that no
expropriation decision was required because no new coastal protection works were established.
(Milje- og Fedevareklagenavnet, 2022, pp. 25 - 30)

As precedent, the decision confirms that membership and contribution duties may continue
after subdivision, even where registration has been incomplete. It also supports the principle
that properties located on or protected by an existing dike may be required to contribute, while
properties without actual protection may be assigned zero shares. Future municipal decisions
may therefore rely on historical dike obligations, elevation, physical location and benefit-based
assessments when revising contribution models.

5.1.3.2.3 Nordfyns Dike Complain Case

Administrative practice in this decision shows that municipalities must base contribution
models for coastal protection projects on clear, concrete and proportionate assessments of the
benefit received by each contributor. Miljo- og Fodevareklagencenvet annulled and remitted
Nordfyns municipality’s decision because the municipality had assigned the same contribution
to all utility companies without sufficiently assessing each company’s actual installations,
exposure, benefit or potential damage. However, the Board accepted that utility installations
and pipes may constitute “real property” under Kystbeskyttelsesloven, meaning that utility
companies can in principle be made contribution liable. (Miljo- og Fodevareklagenavnet,
2014, pp. 21 - 22)

As precedent, the decision limits the use of simplified contribution models. Future
municipalities may include utility companies in contribution schemes, but they must document
the specific benefit for each company and cannot rely only on general assumptions about access
to pipes, cables or installations. The decision also confirms that costs directly necessary for
establishing coastal protection, such as moving a water pipe, may be distributed among those
who benefit from the measure.
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5.1.3.2.4 Fredensborg Dike Complain Case

Administrative practice in this decision shows that a municipality may continue a joint coastal
protection case even where several affected owners of real property oppose the project, if there
is a documented need for coastal protection and the project is technically justified. However,
the Board annulled and remitted the part concerning contribution obligation, because the
municipality had not sufficiently documented that all owners of real property required to pay
would receive a direct, concrete and current benefit from the project. Miljo- og
Fadevareklagencenvet upheld Fredensborg municipality’s decision to promote the coastal
protection project because there was an actual erosion risk and Kystdirektoratet had assessed
that protection was needed. (Miljo- og Fadevareklagenavnet, 2017, pp. 19 - 31)

As precedent, the decision confirms that contribution obligation cannot be based only on broad
assumptions, indirect advantages or possible future benefits. Future municipalities must
therefore clearly demonstrate the specific protection or benefit obtained by each group of
owners of real property before imposing payment obligations. The decision limits broad cost
distribution where the actual benefit of the coastal protection measure has not been sufficiently
proven.

5.1.4 Synthesis of the Legal Framework

The purpose this section of this synthesis is to bring together the findings from Section 5.1 and
clarify a framework for municipal discretion in contribution allocation.

The statutory analysis in Section 5.1.1 shows that §9a establishes a benefit-oriented framework
for contribution allocation, where contribution obligation depends on whether an owner of real
property obtains protection or another benefit from the coastal protection measure. At the same
time, the provision does not prescribe a fixed method for identifying contributors or
determining individual contributions. This means that §9a defines the legal basis and the central
assessment criterion, while the concrete translation of benefit into contribution obligation is
left to municipal discretion in the specific project.

The case law and ruling law clarify how this discretion may be exercised in legal practice. The
case decision, examined in Section 5.1.2.1, indicates that coastal-protection authorities may
make limited adjustments on the contribution model after the hearing process without
reopening the procedure, where the adjustment is not considered materially significant. The
ruling, examined in Section 5.1.2.2, indicates that the competent authority has discretion to
determine both the relevant criteria for contribution allocation and the weight given to these
criteria. It further suggests that a contribution obligation does not require direct or complete
protection in every case, if the property can be considered to obtain a benefit from the project.

The administrative guidance issued by Kystdirektoratet, examined in Section 5.1.3.1, provides
municipalities with practical tools for preparing contribution allocation. It does not prescribe a
binding contribution model but structures the preparation of contribution allocation around the
assessment and valuation of benefit, including a five-step process for translating this into
individual contributions. The guidance therefore supports municipalities in structuring their
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assessment of benefit, while still leaving the final contribution allocation to municipal
discretion in the concrete project.

The broad discretion left to municipalities is therefore not unrestricted. As established in
Section 2.3, administrative discretion must be exercised within the limits of general legal
administrative principles. This is reflected in the administrative practice examined in Section
5.1.3.2, where the decisive issue is not whether municipalities may use general contribution
models, but whether such models maintain a sufficient connection between the contribution
obligation and the benefit obtained from the project. The practice therefore confirms that
discretion may be structured through general criteria, but that these criteria must still rest on a
sufficiently documented assessment of benefit and must be capable of reflecting relevant
differences between contributors.

When the legal framework is understood through Matland’s (1995) Ambiguity-Conflict model,
presented in Section 3.1, contribution allocation under §9a can be understood as an
implementation situation where ambiguity and conflict interact. The legal analysis has shown
that the legislation establishes the criterion of protection or another benefit but leaves
considerable discretion to the municipality in determining how this criterion is translated into
a concrete contribution model. This corresponds to ambiguity, as the uncertainty concerns how
the policy should be operationalised in practice. At the same time, contribution allocation
contains a high potential for conflict, because the municipal assessment distributes financial
obligations among affected actors, whose understandings of benefit, fairness and responsibility
may be incompatible. In the Ambiguity-Conflict models terms, this combination points towards
symbolic implementation, where implementation is shaped by competing interpretations and
coalition strength.

This synthesis establishes the legal and theoretical point of departure for the following case
analysis. The legal analysis has clarified that municipalities have discretion under §9a, while
also showing that this discretion is structured by legal administrative principles and may be
understood as part of an implementation situation marked by means ambiguity and conflict.
The following section therefore shifts the focus from the legal framework itself to how this
discretion is exercised in selected coastal protection projects.

5.2 Case Analysis

This section analyses the coastal protection projects Bogense and Holl, which were selected in
accordance with the case study design described in Section 4.1.3. Both cases have also been
subject to complaints. The complaint concerning Holl is examined in Section 5.1.3.2.1, while
the complaint concerning Bogense is examined in Section 5.1.3.2.3. In this section, the focus
is on how the municipalities exercised discretion in the two projects, and how different
contribution models were used to determine individual contribution obligations. As illustrated
in Figure 8, both cases are examined through the same analytical structure to support a
comparable analysis across the two projects.
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Case Analysis
Bogense Dike Project Holl Dike Project
I I
v
Analytical Themes

Assessment of Benefit Valuation of Benefit

Direct Benefit ; Material Benefit 3

Indirect Benefit i 1 Immaterial Benefit 3

Figure 8: Analytical framework applied in the case analysis.

The structure distinguishes between two connected analytical themes. The assessment of
benefit concerns whether an owner of real property obtains protection or another advantage
from the project, while the valuation of benefit concerns how the municipality translates the
identified advantage into a contribution obligation, as described in Section 5.1.3.1.

5.2.1 Bogense Dike Project

The Bogense dike project is a municipal coastal protection and climate adaptation project
initiated by Nordfyns municipality in 2018 to protect Bogense and the surrounding area against
flooding corresponding to a 500-year storm surge event with a 50-year climate allowance.
(Nordfyns Municipality, 2026a, p. 5)

5.2.1.1 Assessment of Benefit

The assessment of benefit in the Bogense dike project examines which owners of real property
receive either direct or indirect benefit from the planned coastal protection. This distinction is
important because the municipality uses the assessed benefit as the basis for determining
distribution allocation. Figure 9 shows Nordfyns municipality zoning of the directly and
indirectly affected areas. The blue areas represent the areas assessed as directly affected by
flooding, while the yellow areas represent elevated areas assessed as indirectly affected.
(Nordsfyns Kommune, 2026d)
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Figure 9: Map of Bogense are a of direct and indirectly affected areas (Nordfyns Municipality, 2026a, p. 11)

The classification is based on the selected safety water level of 2.18 metres. This level
represents the water level used in the flood model for the project and is based on a 500-year
storm surge event (Nordfyns Municipality, 2026a, p. 5). To define the affected areas, Nordfyns
municipality used an elevation survey together with a hydrodynamic flood model. This model
calculates how floodwater would spread across the landscape during a storm surge and
therefore provides the basis for identifying which properties would be physically exposed to
flooding (Nordfyns Municipality, 2026¢, pp. 10 - 11).

In relation to direct benefit, Nordfyns municipality has classified properties with buildings
located below the selected safety water level as directly affected. These properties are
considered to receive a direct benefit from Bogense dike because the buildings themselves are
assessed to be at risk of flooding. The dike therefore provides direct protection against physical
damage to buildings, land, and other assets located within the modelled flood extent. Indirect
benefit, Nordfyns municipality has classified certain elevated areas as indirectly affected. These
are areas where the terrain rises above the selected safety water level, meaning that the
buildings or land may not be directly flooded. However, as shown in Figure 9, these areas
would become surrounded by floodwater and could therefore be isolated during a flood event.
(Nordfyns Municipality, 2026a, p. 12)

5.2.1.2 Valuation of Benefit

After a property has been classified as receiving either a direct or an indirect benefit from the
Bogense dike project, Nordfyns municipality translates this benefit into a contribution share
through a system of “parts” The number of parts assigned to a property therefore reflects the
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extent of the protected property assets and determines how large a share of the total contribution
the property owner must pay. (Nordfyns Municipality, 2026a, pp. 7, 11)

Material benefit can be understood as the tangible and objectively measurable value protected
by the dike. This is reflected in the contribution model, where properties with buildings below
the safety level, basements, larger buildings, or larger affected land areas are assigned
additional parts because the dike protects greater material values. In Bogense dike project, this
type of immaterial benefit is not directly calculated as an individual emotional value for each
property. Instead, it is more generally reflected through benefits such as maintained access,
protection of local infrastructure, general safety, and the continued function and attractiveness
of the area. Therefore, the municipality mainly values material benefit through direct physical
protection, while immaterial benefit is treated more indirectly through the broader advantages
created by the dike. (Nordfyns Municipality, 2026a, p. 13)

5.2.2 Holl Dike Project

The Holl dike project is a coastal protection project in the summer house area of Holl by Vejle
Fjord, developed to protect the area from flooding during high sea-water levels. The project
responds to several years of challenges with surface-water drainage and storm-surge flooding
and the dike is designed to protect against a future 100-year event in 2050. (Vejle Municipality,
2020c, pp. 1 -2)

5.2.2.1 Assessment of Benefit

In the Holl dike project, Vejle municipality assessment of benefit is primarily based on elevation
and flood exposure. Properties located below elevation of 2 metres are considered to receive
direct benefit from the dike, because they are protected against flooding during a 2-metre sea-
water event. Properties located above elevation of 2 metres are not exposed to the same direct
flooding risk but still receive indirect benefit. The contribution model therefore follows a class-
based approach, where lower-lying properties are assigned more shares and pay a higher
contribution, while properties above elevation of 2 metres only pay a solidarity contribution.
(Vejle Municipality, 2020c, pp. | - 2)

5.2.2.2 Valuation of Benefit

In the Holl dike project, Vejle municipality valuation of benefit through two elements:
elevation-based contribution parts and a general solidarity contribution. The material benefit is
valued through terrain elevation and flood exposure, where lower-lying properties are assigned
more parts. Properties below elevation of 1.30 metres are assigned 30 parts, properties between
1.30 metres and 1.59 metres are assigned 20 parts, properties between 1.60 metres and 1.79
metres are assigned 5 parts, and properties between 1.80 metres and 2 metres are assigned 1
part. Properties above elevation of 2 metres are assigned 0 parts, meaning they do not pay for
direct material flood protection, but they still appear to pay the solidarity contribution. This
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solidarity contribution can be understood as indirect or immaterial benefit, connected to the
general protection, accessibility, and continued attractiveness of the area and all owners of real
property are imposed this duty of contribution. (Vejle Municipality, 2026a, p. 9)

5.3 Interview Perspective

This section examines how contribution allocation is understood and experienced by actors
with practical knowledge of coastal protection projects. It builds on the interview method
described in Section 4.2.4, while the interview guides and transcriptions are included in
Appendix A to E.

As illustrated in Figure 10, the material has been coded into four themes, which structure the
following analysis. The four themes function as analytical entry points into the interview
material.

Interview Analysis

Informant A Informant B Informant C Landsforeningen for Digelag

| I | |
¥

Thematic Coding

Local Variation Administrative Simplicity Economic Resistance Procedural Fairness

Figure 10 Structure Diagram for the Interview Analysis

The following sections therefore reads the interviews across informants rather than as separate
accounts. This makes it possible to compare municipal and private actor perspectives on how
contribution allocation is handled, explained and contested in practice.

5.3.1 Local Variation

The interview material shows how local conditions affect the way contribution allocation is
applied in practice. This is particularly relevant because the legal framework leaves room for
municipal discretion, as established in Section 5.1.4. The following section therefore examines
how the informants describe the relationship between local geography, benefit assessment and
the choice of contribution criteria.

Informant A explains that “every project is very unique” and that authorities must therefore
decide which principles should guide contribution allocation in each individual case (Informant
A 02:26-03:34). According to the informant, municipalities must assess which forms of benefit
should be given weight, including direct flood protection, indirect infrastructure protection,
terrain elevation and economic impacts.
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The interviews further show how local criteria are used to make the benefit assessment
operational. Informant B explains that their municipality used a specific elevation level as a
geographical criterion for identifying which properties benefited from the protection measure
(Informant B 15:55-16:10). Properties below this elevation were considered to receive
sufficient protection benefits to justify financial contributions. Landsforeningen for Digelag I
Danmark similarly explains that traditional models based on distance from the coast did not fit
the local conditions in Juelsminde, because the city’s geography functions like a “bathtub”
during flooding events (Landsforeningen for Digelag I Danmark 20:06-20:44). According to
the informant, inland properties could therefore face greater flood risks than some waterfront
properties. This suggests that contribution allocation may require locally specific criteria where
standard spatial assumptions do not correspond to the actual distribution of risk and benefit.

The same theme appears in relation to indirect benefit. Informant A explains that homeowners
whose houses are not directly flooded may still benefit from coastal protection if roads and
infrastructure remain accessible during flood events (Informant A 13:02-13:18). Another
municipal informant similarly describes how residents outside direct flood zones may obtain
indirect benefit because access to infrastructure and local services is maintained (Informant C
09:35-10:03). These statements indicate that local variation does not only concern physical
exposure to flooding, but also the wider functional relationships between properties,
infrastructure and access within the protected area.

The findings show that municipalities must continuously exercise discretion when translating
broad legal principles into locally adapted contribution systems. This flexibility may support
context sensitive contribution allocation, but it may also contribute to implementation
challenges where different interpretations of benefit create disagreement among citizens and
stakeholders.

5.3.2 Administrative Simplicity

In relation to administrative simplicity, the interviews show that local assessments of benefit
must be translated into contribution models that can be administered and explained. The
informants therefore do not only consider what would be most precise in principle, but also
what can be maintained, communicated and implemented in practice.

Informant B emphasises that contribution systems must be administratively manageable and
easy to explain to involved owners of real property (Informant B 17:07—-17:20). The informant
explains that highly individualised models based on changing property characteristics would
be difficult to maintain, because houses may be renovated, expanded or rebuilt over time, which
would require continuous recalculation of contributions (Informant B 17:20-17:53). This
indicates that administrative simplicity is connected to the practical maintenance of the
contribution model over time, rather than only to the initial design of the allocation system

Informant A points to a similar concern from an economic and administrative perspective.
According to the informant, more complex contribution models may require technical analyses
and consultant work, which would increase the total project costs considerably (Informant A
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07:09-07:42). The informant’s statement suggests that increasing precision may create
additional costs, and that these costs may in some cases outweigh the benefit of a more detailed
allocation. In this sense, discretion is exercised not only through the legal assessment of benefit,
but also through practical judgements about proportionality, administrative capacity and the
need for more detailed documentation.

Landsforeningen for Digelag I Danmark provides a private actor perspective on the same issue.
The informant explains that their proposed contribution model deliberately avoided distinctions
based on elevation and distance from the coast, because these criteria produced only minor
differences in the outcome. Instead, the model was developed primarily around house size
(Landsforeningen for Digelag I Danmark 20:44-21:41). This reflects that simplified models
may also be supported by local actors where the added complexity of further criteria is not
perceived as producing a more meaningful allocation.

At the same time, the interviews indicate that simplification may itself become contested.
Informant B explains that some residents objected to paying identical or similar amounts
despite differences in housing type or location (Informant B 06:01-06:16). The informant also
describes disputes concerning whether commercial activities, camping sites and summer
houses should contribute differently (Informant B 23:12-24:17). This suggests that
administrative simplicity may support implementation by making the model workable but may
also create disagreement where affected actors perceive the model as insufficiently sensitive to
relevant differences between properties.

5.3.3 Economic Resistance

The interviews indicate that the level of the contribution affects how owners of real property
respond to contribution allocation. Resistance is therefore not only linked to disagreement with
the principle of contribution allocation, but also to the size of the financial obligation imposed
on the individual owner of real property.

Informant C directly links owners of real property resistance to the level of required payments
(Informant C 05:16-05:39). The informant compares larger municipalities, where costs can be
distributed among many residents, with smaller municipalities where fewer owners of real
property must share the financial burden. In a smaller municipality, this may result in higher
contributions per owner of real property, which the informant connects to increased resistance.
This suggests that municipal decisions on contribution allocation may affect both the owners
of real property acceptance and the implementation process.

The informant further explains that the essence of the complaints concerns what involved
owners of real property perceive as economically reasonable (Informant C 06:47-07:13).
According to the informant, smaller contributions may be accepted more easily, while
opposition increases when the required payment becomes more substantial (Informant C
10:15-10:31). Informant B similarly explains that homeowners become resistant when they are
faced with high individual contributions for coastal protection measures (Informant B 11:42—
12:00). These statements do not identify a fixed financial threshold for resistance, but they
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indicate that higher contribution levels may reduce tolerance for uncertainty, simplification and
disagreement in the contribution model.

The interviews also connect economic resistance to delays and formal disputes. Informant A
explains that even one dissatisfied citizen may obstruct projects through complaints and
appeals (Informant A 08:57—09:35). Informant B describes implementation processes lasting
several years because projects must move through political committees, appeal boards and
administrative procedures (Informant B 19:33-21:10). This indicates that financial resistance
can affect implementation not only by creating disagreement, but also by activating procedural
mechanisms that extend the duration and complexity of the project.

Economic resistance is also connected to broader questions of responsibility. Informant C
explains that many citizens consider coastal protection a societal or state responsibility rather
than a private obligation (Informant C 07:39-08:07). Landsforeningen for Digelag I Danmark
similarly argues that climate adaptation should not become a “climate tax” imposed primarily
on coastal residents, because climate change is a collective societal issue (Landsforeningen for
Digelag I Danmark 14:18—14:49). This suggests that opposition to contribution allocation may
concern both the level of payment and the underlying distribution of responsibility between
owners of real property, municipalities and the state.

5.3.4 Procedural Fairness

The interview material indicates that contribution models may remain contested even where
they are legally upheld. As described in Section 3.2, procedural justice provides a basis for
examining this difference between legal validity and perceived fairness. This section therefore
examines how affected owners of real property evaluate the criteria, reasoning and process
behind contribution allocation, rather than only the final contribution amount.

Informant A explains that municipalities attempted to distribute costs according to the benefit
principle and that appeal boards upheld these decisions legally (Informant A 05:32-06:16). At
the same time, some owners of real property continued to oppose the contribution system
because they disagreed with the distribution itself. The informant further explains that public
opposition may sometimes be connected to broader frustrations with authorities rather than the
specific project alone (Informant A 10:14-10:40). This indicates that legal validity does not
necessarily resolve questions of legitimacy, particularly where affected actors do not accept the
reasoning behind the allocation.

Landsforeningen for Digelag I Danmark describes similar disagreements concerning which
criteria should determine a fair contribution model. Some citizens argued that contribution
allocation should be based on property value, while others preferred house size or geographical
exposure (Landsforeningen for Digelag [ Danmark 23:31-24:17). The informant also explains
that benefit value is difficult to define precisely because different actors interpret benefit
differently (Landsforeningen for Digelag I Danmark 27:12-27:32). This suggests that
procedural fairness becomes important where disagreement concerns not only the contribution
amount, but also the criteria through which benefit is understood and translated into payment.
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5.4 Cross-case Analytical Findings

This cross-case analysis brings together the legal analysis, case analysis and interview
perspective to clarify how municipal discretion contributes to implementation challenges in
contribution allocation. As established in Section 5.1.4, §9a leaves municipalities with broad,
but legally bounded, discretion when protection or another benefit is translated into concrete
contribution obligations.

The two cases indicate that implementation challenges cannot be reduced to whether a
contribution model is simple or complex. The Holl complaint, examined in Section 5.1.3.2.1,
concerned a model criticised for being too simple, while the Bogense complaint, examined in
Section 5.1.3.2.2, concerned a model criticised for being too complex or unclear. A simple
model may be administratively manageable and easier to communicate, but it may be criticised
for not reflecting relevant differences between properties. A more complex model may allow
for local differentiation, but it may also create uncertainty if affected actors cannot understand
how the model produces their individual contribution. At the same time, the fact that a model
is contested does not determine its legal validity, as the decisive issue remains whether the
criteria are objective, relevant, sufficiently reasoned and connected to the benefit obtained.
Seen through the Ambiguity-Conflict model, presented in Section 3.1, the uncertainty does not
concern whether contribution allocation is legally possible, but how benefit should be
delimited, weighted and translated into a specific financial obligation. This indicates that the
discretionary space under §9a becomes conflict-sensitive where legal assessment is connected
to concrete financial burdens.

A further cross-case pattern concerns the type of benefit being assessed. Direct and material
benefit appear easier to justify because they can be linked to physical exposure, flood modelling
or protected assets. This is reflected in Holl through terrain level, flood exposure and protected
access, and in Bogense through flood modelling and differentiated categories for buildings,
terrain, roads, agricultural land and nature areas. The more difficult discretionary assessments
arise where benefit is indirect, immaterial or collective. In these situations, the municipality
must not only identify a benefit but also explain why it is sufficiently concrete to justify a
contribution obligation and how it should be valued relative to other forms of benefit.

The interview findings in Section 5.3 emphasises why this discretionary translation becomes
contested in practice. The findings on local variation and administrative simplicity show that
municipalities must adapt contribution models to local geography, infrastructure and project
conditions, while keeping the model manageable and possible to explain. This reflects a tension
between precision and workability. A highly individualised model may be sensitive to local
differences, but difficult and costly to administer, while a more standardised model may be
workable but perceived as insufficiently fair by affected owners of real property.

Procedural justice, presented in Section 3.2, helps explain why this tension matters for
implementation. The interview findings on procedural fairness in Section 5.3.4 show that
affected actors contest not only the contribution itself, but also the criteria and reasoning
through which the model is justified. This reflects Tyler’s (2003) distinction between outcome
and perceived procedural fairness. Read together with Sections 5.3.1 to 5.3.3, this indicates
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that affected actors may evaluate fairness through criteria such as property value, house size,
exposure, elevation, distance and local geography. These disagreements become procedurally
relevant where such concerns are not experienced as sufficiently explained, acknowledged or
reflected in the municipal reasoning.

Taken together, the findings indicate that implementation challenges emerge when broad,
legally bounded discretion is converted into concrete financial obligations for affected owners
of real property. The central ambiguity is not whether municipalities are legally entitled to
allocate costs, but how benefit is operationalised in practice. Procedural justice helps explain
why a legally defensible contribution model may still be contested if its criteria, reasoning or
handling of concerns are not perceived as sufficiently fair.

52 of 68



Cand.geom 4 Aalborg University 4. June 2026

Contribution allocation in coastal protection projects is situated in a tension between legal
discretion and contested financial responsibility. The claim of this study is that implementation
challenges emerge where locally assessed benefit is transformed into private financial
obligations, because the resulting allocation is not only evaluated legally, but also through
questions of affordability, fairness and responsibility.

6.1 Discretionary Planning in Climate Adaptation

A key finding indicate that municipal discretion forms a central part of contribution allocation,
because benefit must be assessed in relation to the specific coastal protection project. This
provides a basis for discussing contribution allocation as a form of discretionary planning in
climate adaptation.

The results of this study are consistent with previous research by Taylor, Harman & Inman
(2013), who show that sea-level rise adaptation requires local planning responses because
coastal risks and planning conditions vary between places. This supports the interpretation that
municipal discretion is difficult to avoid in contribution allocation, as protection or other
benefit must be assessed in relation to the specific coastal protection project. At the same time,
previous literature also indicates that discretion is not only a source of local adjustment. Swann,
McMullen, Graeve & Kim (2019) show that discretionary planning may become contested
when professional assessments meet community resistance, distrust or competing local
interests. In addition, Taylor, Harman & Inman (2013) indicate that different local methods
may create uncertainty about consistency and equity between neighbouring areas. These
findings help to qualify the results of this study, because they suggest that local discretion may
support context-sensitive planning, while also create implementation problems when affected
actors question whether comparable cases are assessed in a comparable way.

This project adds to this discussion by showing that discretionary planning becomes
particularly sensitive when the local assessment is converted into private financial obligations.
Gibbs (2016) argues that coastal adaptation is often difficult to implement because adaptation
strategies produce political risk through allocation and distributional consequences. This is
closely related to the findings of this study, where the contested issue is not only whether the
municipality has discretion to assess benefit, but also how this discretion becomes acceptable
when it determines who must contribute and how much they must pay. This suggests that
contribution allocation requires relatively broad municipal discretion, because benefit must be
assessed locally, but that this discretion must be guided in a way that makes the basis for private
contribution obligations more understandable and defensible.
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6.2 Financial Stakeholder Resistance

A key finding indicate that financial stakes affect how owners of real property respond to
contribution allocation, because discretionary benefit assessments are translated into concrete
private contribution obligations. The analysis does not identify one fixed financial threshold
for resistance but suggests that higher contribution levels may reduce owners of real property’
tolerance of uncertainty, simplification and disagreement in cost-sharing decisions.

Previous research in flood risk management provides a partial point of comparison for this
finding. Hudson (2020) shows that affordability becomes important when flood-prone residents
are expected to contribute actively to risk reduction, because unaffordable measures may place
additional burdens on those already exposed to flood risk. Paauw, Priest & Crabbé (2026)
similarly show that homeowner responsibility may have justice implications when economic,
social or cultural capacity is insufficient. These studies do not examine contribution allocation,
but they show that private flood-related burdens may become problematic when affected
owners lack the capacity to carry them.

The present study differs from this literature by examining collective coastal protection rather
than property-level adaptation. The issue is therefore not whether homeowners can implement
individual measures themselves, but how owners of real property respond when a municipality
translates a benefit assessment into a concrete contribution obligation. This adds a more
specific perspective by showing that financial burden may affect not only affordability and
capacity, but also the tolerance of discretionary cost-sharing.

This suggests that financial burden is not only relevant as a question of payment, but also as a
condition for implementation. As contribution levels increase, municipalities may face a higher
justificatory burden when explaining why specific owners of real property are included and
why the contribution level is proportionate to the benefit obtained. The findings do not show
that high contributions automatically lead to complaints. They suggest instead that financial
stakes may reduce tolerance for contribution models where the link between benefit and
payment is perceived as unclear, simplified or insufficiently justified.

6.3 Perceptions on Fairness in Climate Adaptation

A key finding of this study is that perceptions of fairness are important for understanding how
owners of real property contributions to coastal protection are received. In the present study,
fairness was not only related to the size of the contribution, but also to whether the distribution
of costs was perceived as reasonable and legitimate.

This finding relates to Graham, Barnett, Mortreux, Hurlimann & Fincher (2018) study on local
values and fairness in climate change adaptation. Their study argue that fair adaptation cannot
only be assessed through standard vulnerability measures, but should also take account of
people’s daily lives, local values and place-specific conditions. Their study shows that different
groups may be affected differently by adaptation measures, depending on their lived values and
attachment to place. In relation to the present study, this suggests that perceptions of fairness
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in coastal protection may also depend on how contribution models relate to local conditions
and the people affected by them.

The finding also relates to Clément, Rey-Valette & Rulleau (2015) study on equity and
responsibility in coastal zone policies. Their study examines how people perceive fairness in
managed retreat policies, especially in relation to funding, compensation and the distribution
of responsibility between exposed and non-exposed populations. They identify several fairness
principles, including efficiency, need, responsibility and priority to property rights. These
principles are relevant to the present study because owners of real property contributions also
concern how costs should be distributed in coastal adaptation.

A previous study by Adger, Quinn, Lorenzoni & Murphy (2016) also provide a relevant
perspective. Their study examines how perceptions of fairness affect responses to flood risk
and finds that willingness to take adaptive action is related to fairness, although this varies with
political context, experience and risk knowledge. They also distinguish between procedural
and distributive fairness. This is relevant to the present study because acceptance of coastal
protection may depend both on the distribution of costs and on how the decision-making
process is perceived.

Overall, the three studies show that fairness is an important issue in climate adaptation and
coastal risk management. The present study contributes to this discussion by showing that
owners of real property contributions are not only a financial matter, but also raise questions
about legitimacy, responsibility and the distribution of costs in coastal protection.

6.4 Should Coastal Protection be a State Responsibility?

A key finding is that coastal protection should not be understood as solely a municipal or private
responsibility. Instead, the finding indicate that stronger state responsibility is needed to reduce
uncertainty, secure financing and support more consistent implementation.

The results of this study were consistent with the research findings of Nalau, Preston &
Maloney (2015), which questioned the assumption that adaptation can simply be treated as a
local responsibility. Their findings showed that although adaptation is often framed as a local
issue, local actors may lack the authority, resources, and political capacity needed to implement
measures effectively. This supports the present finding that coastal protection should not be
placed solely on municipalities or private actors. This also aligns with Persson, Knaggaard &
Eriksson (2021) research on public perceptions of responsibility for climate adaptation. Their
results showed that citizens supported a role for local governments and property owners but
also expected the national government to set boundaries and provide financial support.

The findings also agree with Woodruff, Mullin & Roy (2020) research on financing coastal
adaptation. Their study showed that many coastal communities have prepared adaptation plans,
but that implementation is often delayed because funding mechanisms are unclear or
insufficient. This is highly consistent with the present result, as it suggests that coastal
protection is not only a technical or local planning issue, but also a question of who has the
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capacity to secure long-term financing. The same pattern can be seen in Toledo, Laino, Iglesias,
Palazon, & Luis Aragones (2024) global review of coastal protection policies. Their findings
showed that many countries rely on local or regional authorities to implement coastal
protection, but that these efforts are more effective when they operate within a broader
regulatory framework. This supports the present finding, because it indicates that local
implementation does not remove the need for national or state coordination.

The findings are consistent with Fitton et al., (2021) study of coastal small towns. Their
research showed that smaller coastal settlements often lack access to the resources, data,
expertise, and financial capacity needed for adaptation. This strengthens the argument that
coastal protection should be understood as a shared responsibility, where local knowledge and
private involvement remain important, but where the state has a stronger role in reducing
uncertainty, securing financing, and ensuring more consistent implementation.

6.5 Methodological Limitations

This section reflects on the limitations in the project. The purpose is not to weaken the findings,
but to make transparent which conditions affected the report’s ability to provide a
comprehensive analysis. These limitations concern access to empirical material, the number of
interviews, the available case material and the time frame within which the project was
conducted.

A central limitation is that the project does not include interviews with complainants, fieldwork
among affected owners of real property or observations of hearings. This means that the
analysis cannot directly assess how owners of real property understand benefit, contribution
obligations, fairness or responsibility. Their perspectives are accessed through complaint
material, municipal documents and professional interview reflections. The project can
therefore identify how objections appear in formal processes, but it cannot fully explain the
motivations behind them.

A further limitation concerns the availability and depth of the case material. The selected cases
do not contain the same level of documentation, and access to hearing material, municipal
background documents and detailed contribution calculations varies between cases. More
material was available for the Bogense case than for the Holl case, which affects how deeply
each case could be examined. The analysis can therefore identify recurring patterns and
tensions, but it cannot claim that the cases have been examined with the same empirical depth.

These limitations are important for the conclusions. The project shows how municipal
discretion in contribution allocation may contribute to implementation challenges, particularly
where benefit assessments, contribution models and financial burdens become contested. It
cannot establish that municipal discretion is the only or decisive cause of opposition in coastal
protection projects. Complaints and delays may also reflect broader project opposition, distrust
of authorities, economic concerns or dissatisfaction with the process. The findings should
therefore be understood as one explanation of implementation challenges, not a complete
causal account of why coastal protection projects are delayed or contested.
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The purpose of this project is to examine how municipal discretion in contribution allocation
under §9a of Kystbeskyttelsesloven can help explain implementation challenges in coastal
protection projects. The project focuses on the relationship between legal decision-making and
practical implementation, particularly where municipalities must distribute financial
contributions among affected property owners. In this context, contribution allocation is not
only a technical or legal matter, but also a process that affects owners of real property directly
and can therefore create disagreement, uncertainty, and resistance.

The findings show that §9a gives municipalities broad discretion to identify benefit and
determine individual contributions, while this discretion is limited by general principles of
administrative law, including objectivity, equality and proportionality. In Bogense and Huoll,
this discretion was exercised through locally adapted contribution models, where
municipalities translated local assessments of exposure, protection and shared benefit into
contribution obligations. This shows that implementation challenges do not arise from
discretion alone, but from the way discretionary assessments are transformed into contribution
models that affected owners of real property must understand and accept.

The central finding is therefore that owners of real property acceptance of contribution
allocation does not depend solely on whether the municipal decision is legally correct.
Acceptance also depends on whether the process is experienced as fair, transparent, and
inclusive. Even if a contribution model is formally valid, owners of real property may still
oppose it if they do not understand the criteria behind the allocation or if they feel that their
concerns have not been taken seriously. This shows that legal validity and perceived fairness
are not always the same thing.

The implication of this finding is that owners of real property acceptance become a crucial
condition for the successful implementation of coastal protection projects. If affected property
owners perceive the process as unclear or unfair, this may lead to complaints, delays, and local
opposition. Therefore, municipalities should not only focus on creating legally robust
contribution models. They should also focus on explaining the basis for the allocation, making
the criteria understandable, and involving owners of real property in a meaningful way.
Transparency and participation can strengthen trust in the process and reduce the risk of
implementation problems.

These findings contribute to a broader understanding of why contribution allocation in coastal
protection projects can become difficult to implement. The project shows that municipal
discretion must be understood not only through legal principles, but also through
implementation theory and procedural justice. The novelty of the project lies in combining
these perspectives to explain why owners of real property may resist a contribution allocation
decision even when it is formally legal. This contributes to the understanding that successful
coastal protection requires more than legal compliance. It also requires a process that owners
of real property experience as legitimate, fair, and well justified.
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7.1 Recommendation on Future Practice

As described in the Introduction, an expert group has been established in connection with
Klimatilpasningsplan II to propose a simpler and more transparent contribution model that may
ease the administration of the rules. The initiative responds to a concern that unclear rules and
variation in municipal contribution allocation may lead to complaints and delays in coastal
protection projects. This provides a relevant basis for future practice, but the findings of this
project indicate that a simpler model should not be understood as a sufficient response.

The analysis shows that contribution models must be administratively manageable and possible
to communicate. At the same time, it also shows that simple models may be contested where
affected owners of real property perceive them as too general or insufficiently connected to
local differences in benefit. Future practice should therefore provide clearer standard criteria,
while preserving room for justified local adjustments where project conditions, property
categories or forms of benefit differ.

Municipalities should also be able to explain why selected criteria are relevant, how different
categories of benefit have been assessed, and how these assessments lead to contribution
obligations. This is particularly important where the contribution model includes indirect
benefit, broader local functions or high individual financial burdens. Future practice should
therefore combine simplification with clearer requirements for justification and
communication.

7.2 Recommendation on Future Research

Future research should place stronger emphasis on how owners of real property experience
contribution allocation, because this study has primarily examined legal decisions, municipal
documents, complaint cases and professional interview perspectives. This material makes it
possible to analyse how objections appear in administrative processes, but it provides limited
insight into why affected owners accept, tolerate or resist specific contribution models.

Future studies should therefore collect new empirical material through interviews, surveys or
focus groups with different groups of owners of real property, including complainants,
dissatisfied owners who do not complain, and owners who accept the contribution model. This
would make it possible to examine whether perceptions of fairness are mainly shaped by the
size of the contribution, the chosen allocation criteria, the explanation of the model, or the
degree of involvement in the process.

Further research could also broaden the scope by comparing more municipal projects with
different forms of contribution allocation. Such studies could clarify whether the tensions
identified in Bogense and Hpll are case-specific or reflect broader patterns in the
implementation of coastal protection projects.
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A. Interview guide for Municipalities

Tema Interviewsporgsmal
Introduktion - Kort praesentation af projektet
- Fokus pa bidragsfordeling og nytteprincip i praksis
- Varighed: ca. 45-60 min
- Samtykke til optagelse
Rolle og erfaring - Kan du kort beskrive din rolle i forbindelse med

kystbeskyttelsesprojektet og bidragsfordelingen?

Nytteprincippet i praksis

Hvordan oplevede du arbejdet med nytteprincippet i
forbindelse med bidragsfordelingen i jeres projekt?

Hvordan har I defineret ’nytte” i jeres projekter

Opfolgende sporgsmal (hvis relevant):

Er der tilfzelde, hvor det er svert at forklare eller begrunde
over for lodsejere?

Sken og metodevalg

Hvordan oplevede du det skon, der indgar i fastleggelsen
af bidragsfordelingen?

Var der flere mulige mader at fastleegge bidragsfordelingen
pa ijeres projekt?

Opfolgende sporgsmal (hvis relevant):

Hvordan traf I si fald valget mellem forskellige tilgange?
Var der dele af processen, hvor reglerne ikke gav et klart
svar?

Udfordringer og
usikkerheder

Var der situationer 1 projektet, hvor arbejdet med

bidragsfordelingen var sarligt udfordrende? Hvis “ja”,
hvordan?

Betydning for projektets
fremdrift

Oplever du, at den made nytteprincippet anvendes pa kan
pavirke fremdriften i projekter?

Kan usikkerhed eller uenighed om nytte vare med til at
forsinke projekter?

Afsluttende reflektioner

Hvis du ser tilbage pa projektet, er der noget ved arbejdet
med nytteprincippet, som du mener skabte sarlige
udfordringer?

Er der noget, der efter din vurdering kunne geres
anderledes 1 praksis?

Afslutning

Er der noget, vi ikke har varet inde pa, som du mener er
vigtigt for at forstd arbejdet med bidragsfordeling?

Er der nogen folk du tenker ville vare relevante for os at
tale med?
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B. Interview guide for Landsforeningen for Digelag i Danmark

Tema

Interviewsporgsmal

Introduktion

Kort praesentation af projektet

Fokus  pa  bidragsfordeling  og
nytteprincip

Varighed: ca. 45-60 min

Samtykke til optagelse

Rolle og erfaring

Kan du kort beskrive jeres rolle i relation
til kystbeskyttelsesprojekter?

Hvilken erfaring har I med sager, hvor
bidragsfordeling har veret til debat eller
konflikt?

Oplevelse og nytteprincippet

Hvordan oplever [ anvendelsen af
nytteprincippet i praksis?

Oplever 1, at det er klart, hvordan nytte
bliver vurderet?

Opfolgende sporgsmal (hvis relevant):

Er der situationer, hvor det er svert at
forsta eller gennemskue vurderingen?

Oplevet retferdighed

Oplever 1 generelt bidragsfordelingen
som rimelig?

Hvad er det typisk, der skaber
utilfredshed blandt lodsejere?

Opfolgende sporgsmal (hvis relevant):

Er det selve princippet eller den made,
det bliver anvendt pa?

Uenighed og konflikter

Hvad er jeres erfaring med uenighed 1
forbindelse med bidragsfordeling?

Hvad handler disse uenigheder typisk
om?

Opfolgende sporgsmal (hvis relevant):

Er der bestemte situationer, hvor
konflikter opstar oftere?

Gennemsigtighed og forstdelse

Oplever I, at det er tydeligt, hvordan
bidragene bliver fastlagt?

Er der noget 1 processen, som gor det
svert for lodsejere at  forstd
beslutningerne?

Refleksion

Er der noget ved den nuvarende
anvendelse af nytteprincippet, som efter
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jeres  opfattelse  skaber  unedige
udfordringer?

- Hvad kunne efter jeres mening
forbedres?
- Er der noget, vi ikke har vaeret inde pa,

som I mener er vigtigt for at forstd
bidragsfordelingen i praksis?

Afslutning
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