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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Coastal areas in Ireland face increasing risks from sea level rise, erosion, and flooding. These risks are
threatening homes, infrastructure, and natural coastal ecosystems that are already in a deteriorated and
vulnerable state across much of Ireland. Conventional hard sea defences are becoming less sustainable on
their own under accelerating sea level rise and increased erosion, highlighting the potential benefits of
mtegrating hybrid engineering approaches with nature-based solutions as alternative adaptation strategies.
Planned relocation of people and coastal assets 1s now also emerging as a valid and, in some
circumstances, necessary, coastal change adaptation strategy. Planned relocation refers to the proactive
and coordinated withdrawal of people, infrastructure, assets, and activities from areas at high risk from
hazards such as coastal erosion and flooding. This management option is pursued when continued coastal
defence or realignment are no longer economically viable or environmentally sustainable. The objective is
to safeguard people and facilitate a coordinated transition that allows coastal areas to adjust naturally to
sea level rise while minimizing long-term social and economic disruption. In Ireland, as in many other
countries, this coastal change management option 1s politically contentious and socially complex and must
be approached with sensitivity, strong governance, and meaningful community engagement.

The 1ssues of coastal erosion and landslides, and the need for managed retreat, 1s not only a concern for
the distant future. It is an urgent crisis unfolding today. Climate hazards are already displacing
communities in Ireland, damaging infrastructure, and straining public services and budgets. Delaying
action increases immediate risks to lives, homes, and local economies, while also compounding long-term
financial and social costs. Governance at all levels must recognize the immediacy of this challenge and
implement proactive, well-planned retreat strategies, resilient land-use policies, and sustainable coastal
management practices. At the same time, public awareness and community engagement are essential to
build understanding, reduce resistance, and ensure equitable transitions. Acting decisively now protects
not only future generations but also present communities who are already facing the tangible
consequences of maction.

Failing to act responsibly now shifts the burden to future generations, potentially leaving them to bear
exorbitant costs in terms of property loss, disaster response, relocation, and social disruption. The
principle of intergenerational equity in environmental law and policy asserts that current generations have
a duty to manage natural resources and risks sustainably so that future generations inherit a habitable,
safe, and prosperous environment (UN 2023).

In ideal circumstances, planned relocation 1s a coordinated, voluntary, and equitable process. In practice,
however, it will pose highly complex challenges for the Government of Ireland to navigate the coming
decades as relocations become more frequent and increasingly inevitable. Meeting these challenges 1s best
done using bespoke policies and plans that balance political, economic, environmental and health
considerations while ensuring equitable outcomes. The Government of Ireland will need new legal,
policy, risk and funding mechanisms - ideally embedded within a Coastal Change Adaptation Framework
- to guide decision-making within local authorities and an inter-departmental group (IDG) tasked with
operationalizing relocations. This report provides direction to local authorities and the IDG to deliver
these mechanisms.

The report addresses, to varying extents, the three targets included in recommendation 15 ‘Developing
Managed Retreat Options’ in the Report of the Inter-Departmental Group on National Coastal Change
Management Strategy (Government of Ireland 2023). The three targets were intended to guide the
Government in assessing the support measures essential for planned relocations: (1) identify the most
appropriate mechanisms to support a managed retreat option for communities and/or individual homes
and properties at risk from coastal change; (2) co-design a communications and consultation process with
the effected communities; and (3) ensure local planning policy avoids intensifying existing development
uses, or locating new inappropriate development within coastal area’s assessed to be most at risk {from
coastal change.

The findings in this report support National Policy Objective 53 (take account of the eflects of sea level
changes and coastal erosion in planning and development management and support the implementation
of adaptation responses to limit risks to communities and coastal ecosystems from the impacts of coastal
change) and National Policy Objective 54 (support the development of coastal change management plans)
in the revised 2025 National Planning Framework. Social and climate justice should be integral parts of
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planned relocation policy. The Just Transition Commission of Ireland (2025) report highlights the need
to move beyond reactive policymaking and embrace long-term, structural change, ensuring that climate
action 1s not just fast, but also fair, with lasting benefits for future generations. The findings in this report
promote a proactive, whole of Government coordinated approach that fulfil our policy goals of social and
climate justice when implementing planned relocations.

The core issue 1s accountability and action. Governments and communities cannot continue to frame
today’s coastal crisis as an unforeseeable outcome. The science has been clear for decades, and the
warnings were widely available within academic, planning, and policy circles. What is required now is not
turther justification of the problem, but decisive remedial and adaptive action in response to the local and
global environmental changes that human activity has driven. Listening to scientific expertise, embedding
long-term risk into planning systems and implementing managed retreat where necessary are not optional.
They are essential responsibilities of present governance.

A combination of methods was utilized to collect, analyse and synthesize information and to provide
direction for planning the implementation of relocations. This included a desktop review of international
experiences and case studies relevant to Ireland and interviews, workshops and meetings with key
stakeholders, policymakers and practitioners involved in relocation policy and/or practice. The research
was completed between August 2025 and April 2026.

The report summary 1s that the following measures should be considered by the Government of Ireland
prior to the implementation of coastal relocation schemes.

Legislation and national policies addressing coastal change and relocation.

Consistent planning and zoning guidance for coastal change and relocation at a national
level.

Comprehensive, high resolution coastal risk data to understand where and when
relocations may be required.

A national framework for funding and compensation related to climate-driven
relocations.

Clear governance structures and well-defined roles for all relevant agencies involved in
planning relocations to ensure effective coordination.

Substantial investment in technical capacity and expertise in local authorities to manage
coastal change and relocation processes.

Robust community engagement and communication strategies to support meaningful
dialogue around relocation.

1
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INTRODUCTION

Spatial planning and adaptation for coastal change is about anticipating how coasts will develop in the
coming mid- and late-century. It is also about shaping appropriate human and ecological responses to
coastal change, so that coastal communities (or, more broadly, coastal socio-ecological systems) remain
safe, sustainable and resilient or, at the most fundamental level, to exist and to grow. The Government’s
Climate Action Plans 2024 identify that increases in sea levels and storm surge will result in increased
frequency of coastal erosion and flooding, with the current scientific evidence suggesting a sea level rise of
up to 1 metre by 2100 due to climate change (Government of Ireland 2024). In Ireland, the Report of the
Inter-Departmental Group on National Coastal Change Management Strategy IDGR) (Government of
Ireland 2023) provides a clear national-level framework for a whole of Government approach to coastal
change. Despite the traditional reliance on hard sea defences and the strong public demand for them, this
coastal protection option 1s increasingly viewed as a last resort measure in many coastal areas experiencing
natural erosion processes, given their long-term environmental and financial unsustainability. Similarly,
relocating people and coastal assets 1s also viewed as a last resort as it is politically very sensitive,
logistically complex to plan and implement and it disrupts established communities, livelihoods, cultural
ties, and sense of place. The growing evidence base demonstrates that, when planned early and
implemented collaboratively, managed retreat can reduce long-term risk, avoid prohibitively escalating
costs of fully engineered defences, and enable the restoration of natural coastal processes and enhanced
ecosystems that have added benefits through natural capital (Hino et al. 2017). Rather than being a
passive response to loss or ‘abandonment’ of people and locations, managed retreat can be framed as a
proactive transformative approach focussing resources on building safer, more resilient communities in
tune with natural coastal morphodynamics governed by erosion, deposition, and long-term change
(O’Donnell 2022). Crucially, reported successes of managed retreat imitiatives depended on inclusive
engagement with affected stakeholders - residents, businesses, landowners, and local authorities.
Transparent communication, fair compensation, and co-designed relocation strategies are essential to
building trust and ensuring acceptability (Tubridy et al. 2022). Where communities have been actively
mvolved in shaping the vision and outcomes, evidence shows that retreat can yield positive social,
economic, and environmental benefits, rather than being viewed solely as “displacement” or “failure”.

Relocating people and assets 1s partly a failure of the planning system, which is a less-than-ideal starting
position to implementing managed retreat from the coast. By the 1980s, there was already a substantial
and growing body of scientific research clearly identifying coastal risks in Ireland. Coastal scientists and
planners were actively documenting shoreline change, sea level trends, and the implications for settlement
and infrastructure. Work such as Devoy (1987; 2022), Carter et al. (1987), and Carter (1988), among
many others, explicitly addressed coastal vulnerability, long-term geomorphological change, and the need
for forward-looking planning responses. The evidence base was not absent; it was present and increasingly
robust. At the international level, the establishment of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change in
1988 formalized what many researchers were already warning: anthropogenic climate change posed
significant and escalating risks, including sea level rise and intensified coastal hazards. Subsequent IPCC
assessment reports repeatedly called for both mitigation and adaptation. The problem, therefore, was not
a lack of knowledge, but a persistent failure to translate that knowledge into policy and practice. Political
hesitation, short-term economic priorities, and resistance from powerful industrial interests meant that
many recommendations were diluted, delayed, or ignored.

The core issue is accountability and action. Governments and communities cannot continue to frame
today’s coastal crisis as an unforeseeable outcome. The science has been clear for decades, and the
warnings were widely available within academic, planning, and policy circles. What is required now is not
further justification of the problem, but decisive remedial and adaptive action in response to the local and
global environmental changes that human activity has driven. Listening to scientific expertise, embedding
long-term risk into planning systems and implementing managed retreat where necessary are not optional.
They are essential responsibilities of present governance.

Advances in climate science provide robust data on projected sea level rise, increased storm frequency,
and accelerated coastal erosion, making it clear that historical coastal protection approaches may no
longer be adequate (Devoy et al. 2021a,b; Devoy, 2022; Environment Protection Agency, 2025; Climate
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Ireland, 2026). In this context, managed retreat emerges as a proactive, forward-looking strategy that
accounts for long-term climate risks. By planning for strategic relocation of people, assets, and
ifrastructure, coastal planners can reduce exposure to extreme events, lower long-term maintenance
costs, and build socio-ecological resilience (Farrell et al. 2023). The caveat 1s that integrating coastal
change and planned relocations into existing (or new) planning structures also requires a significant shift
in mindset: managed retreat is not simply a once-off humanitarian reactive measure but requires a whole
of Government planned, adaptive response that balances social, economic, and environmental
considerations. Importantly, early incorporation of local risk assessments allows communities to engage in
co-designed adaptation strategies, ensuring that relocation or adaptation measures are
acceptable/achievable but still acknowledging at every step that this 1s a last resort option and profoundly
affects the lives of people who have to engage in lengthy deliberations with inherent negative
consequences that can place undue strain on families. Household decisions can also initiate cascading
adaptation decisions as communities respond to one another’s choices (Hanna et al. 2019; Greenlees and
Cornelius 2021; Davis et al. 2024). Governance holds both the responsibility and the opportunity to
direct these self-reinforcing processes toward outcomes that foster positive, transformational change. By
Integrating managed retreat into a broader coastal change adaptation framework, it provides a sequence of
rationale for decisions and actions.

“Health is a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of
disease or mfirmity” (World Health Organisation, 1948, 100).

Many different factors mteract to shape the health of individuals and communities. A person’s health 1s
largely influenced by their circumstances and surroundings. Elements such as where people live, the
quality of their environment, income, level of education, and relationships with family and friends all play
a significant role. In comparison, factors that are often emphasised such as access to and use of healthcare
services tend to have a smaller overall impact (World Health Organisation, 2024). Relocation is not just
an environmental or engineering issue. It 1s a public health and social justice issue. The success of such
policies depends on addressing the broader determinants of health, not just ensuring people are
physically removed from risk zones. Planned relocation is often framed as a response to environmental
risk, but the social determinants of health described by the World Health Organization (1948; 2024) are
central to understanding its real impacts. In any climate hazard-driven relocation, health outcomes are
shaped far more by how relocation 1s carried out than by the move itself. If done well and with
community participation, economic support, and social planning, it can improve long-term wellbeing. If
done poorly, it risks deepening inequality, damaging mental health, and weakening communities.

The recent UK report on the impact of coastal erosion on communities reached a similar conclusion:

"Coastal erosion and landshdes have profound and far reaching consequences for individuals, families,
and communities. While the physical loss of homes, buildings, and infrastructure is visible and
measurable, the broader human and social impacts are equally severe but are not fully recognised.
Impacts include harm to mental wellbeing, the deepening of existing social inequalities, the loss of
essential community assets, icreased 1solation, and the erosion of social cohesion” (House of
Commons, 2026, 4).

The recommendation to address this is a requirement for the UK Department for Environment, Food &
Rural Affairs to set out how it identifies and takes account of the full range of human impacts arising from
coastal erosion in the development of policy and funding decisions, including clear criteria or actions for
how this is achieved.

In ideal circumstances, planned relocation is a coordinated, voluntary and equitable process of relocating
people, structures and critical infrastructure away from at risk coastal areas. In practice, however, planned
relocation will be a highly complex adaptation strategy for the Government of Ireland; requiring bespoke
policies and plans. To support implementation of planned relocations, the Government of Ireland will
need new legal, risk, policy and funding mechanisms, ideally embedded within a Coastal Change
Adaptation Framework, to guide decision-making within local authorities and an inter-departmental
group (IDG) tasked with operationalizing relocations. This report provides direction to local authorities
and the IDG to deliver these mechanisms. The key findings in this report support the implementation of
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recommendation 15, ‘Developing Managed Retreat Options’ in the IDGR (Government of Ireland,
2023). The key findings in this report support National Policy Objective 53 (which take account of the
cffects of sea level changes and coastal erosion in planning and development management and support
the implementation of adaptation responses to limit risks to communities and coastal ecosystems from
the impacts of coastal change) and National Policy Objective 54 (support the development of coastal
change management plans) in the revised 2025 National Planning Framework. Social and climate justice
should be integral parts of planned relocation policy. The report observations support recommendations
in The Just Transition Commission of Ireland (2025) report that highlights the need to move beyond
reactive policymaking and embrace long-term, structural change, ensuring that climate action is not just
fast, but also fair, with lasting benefits for future generations.

A combination of methods was used to collect, examine, analyse, synthesize and generate isights and
direction on the complexities of implementing relocation projects. This included desktop reviews of
mternational experiences and case studies relevant to Ireland [Chapters 4 - 6] and a review on
iternational case studies [Chapter 7]. A brief assessment of different financial considerations was
completed using the case studies from the desktop review [Chapter 8]. The research findings were used
to propose a new Coastal Change Adaptation Framework to support implementation of planned
relocations projects in Ireland [Chapter 9], from the mitial ‘understanding adaptation’ stage (risk
assessment), ‘planning’ stage (policy decision; funding), and ‘undertaking adaptation’ stage (implementing
and monitoring). The research was completed between August 2025 and April 2026.

Ireland’s first National Climate Change Risk Assessment (NCCRA) delivered a thorough national
overview of the potential risks and opportunities associated with climate change (Environment Protection
Agency (EPA), 2025). Stage 1 of this assessment 1dentified a total of 115 climate change risks for Ireland
within nine systems that represent nationally important functions across the natural, social, infrastructure,
and economic domains that support human activity in Ireland. The systems include Marine and Coastal
Ecosystems, Biodiversity and Ecosystems, Built Environment, Economy and Finance, Energy, Food
Production and Supply Chain, Health, Social, and Water Security. This systems approach recognises that
there are strong interlinkages and interdependencies between systems and the potential for cascading
risks to occur, where the impact of a risk on one system results in impacts on another system. The more
detailed Stage 2 analysis deemed 43 of these risks to be significant in terms of impact at a national level.
Stage 3 then investigated the effectiveness of completed, ongoing and planned adaptation activities in
addressing these risks. A total of 9 risks were identified as priority risks; 4 of these risks were deemed as
urgent action needed within the next five years to reduce significant short-term impacts and avert
potentially critical long-term consequences. Two of four risks requiring urgent action are coastal risks to
the built environment (BE) from sea level rise, erosion and flooding:

BE23. Risk of disruption, damage, and loss of transport infrastructure due to sea level
rise, coastal erosion and coastal flooding (caused particularly by increased occurrence
or sizes of storms and associated surges).

BEOL. Risk of damage and loss of buildings due to sea level rise, coastal erosion, and
coastal flooding (caused particularly by increased occurrence or sizes of storms and
associated surges).

Table 1.1 illustrates the national assessment of coastal erosion and flooding in the NCCRA. The built
environment (BE) includes human structures and systems supporting daily life (buildings,
communication, cultural heritage, recreational, transport infrastructure, water services infrastructure).
These assets include, but are not limited to, residential and commercial buildings, transportation
networks (roads, bridges, railways, ports, airports), utility infrastructure (energy stations and transmission
lines, water treatment plants, pipelines, telecommunication infrastructure), tourism infrastructure,
agricultural land and cultural and heritage sites (archaeological sites, religious sites and graveyards).
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Table 1.1 The priority risks for Ireland based on timing of impact and level of consequence (national aggregate values). (Source:

NCCRA 2025, Figure 4.1, p.43).

PRIORITY RISKS

DECISION
‘ CONSEQUENCE URGENCY
MID LATE

‘ Y o CENTURY CENTURY

Risk of disruption,
damage, and loss of

: More Action
transport infrastructure

BE23 . Catastrophic Needed
due to sea level rise,
coastal erosion and
flooding
Risk of damage and loss
. of buildings due to sea . . More Acti
BEOL Catastrophic ore Action

level rise, coastal erosion

. Needed
and coastal flooding

Note. Appendix B, p.74 of NCCRA Main Report contains the Decision Tree used to determine the level of decision urgency. The
four options available, in increasing urgency, are Watching Brief, Sustain Current Action, Further Investigation and More Action
Needed.

The NCCRA (2025) noted that coastal hazards are already impacting locations Ireland-wide with climate
projections indicating an increase in the frequency and severity of coastal erosion and flood hazards by
the mid- and late century. More action i1s needed to enhance the resilience of the built environment
mcluding buildings and parts of the transport network located at the coast. The consequence of these
risks increases to critical levels by mid-century, with potential to reach a catastrophic state of consequence
by the end of the century. The report does acknowledge any future actions need to refine the “best
avaitlable estimates of potential coastal change and associated hazards and risks (p.34)” and update them
on an ongoing basis. Currently, we have significant knowledge gaps for several key climate variables
(downscaled sea level rise projections) and geophysical hazards (downscaled projections of coastal erosion
and landslides). These gaps remain an obstacle in assessing coastal risks over time periods of interest (i.e.,
current (0-20 years), medium (mid-century) and long-term (late century) and in developing a robust
climate adaptation framework, which will provide a basis for public confidence in the options. It 1s noted
that the OPW has completed future scenario coastal flood mapping. This includes eight event
magnitudes / probabilities for each of four future scenarios; which include a MSL rise of up to 2m for the
entire national coastline (OPW, 2021). The management of flood risk in Ireland falls under the EU
‘Floods’ Directive 2007/60/EC and does not extend to coastal erosion risk. A separate national IDG is in
place with regards to flood risk management.

Ongoing work in Ireland 1s designed to fill some of the remaining critical knowledge gaps. This work
includes focus on risk assessments and mapping historic coastal change by Geological Survey Ireland
(GSI). Ongoing GSI work programmes include the National Assessment of Coastal Change Risk (due
2028), the National Shoreline Change Assessment (SCA) of long-term shoreline erosion and accretion
rates (due 2026-2027) and the National Assessment of Coastal Vulnerability to Sea Level Rise (Coastal
Vulnerability Index (CVI) Mapping programme (pilot complete; final publication dependent on SCA
results) (GSI 2025). The east coast (Louth to Waterford) CVI maps are expected to be published in
2026; the south and west coasts CVI assessments require input data (vegetation lines) that 1s being
collected during 2026. The OPW?’s Predictive Coastal Erosion Hazard Mapping (due 2028) is identifying
the location and extent to which areas of the Irish coast may be prone to coastal erosion in the future
(2050, 2080, and 2130). The OPW conducted a Pilot Coastal Monitoring Survey Programme (2020-
2024) partly designed to monitor accelerated rates of coastal erosion that may be associated with chmate
change (OPW 2025). The OPW is currently developing a predictive coastal change risk assessment
addressing recommendation 6 in the IDGR (Government of Ireland 2023).

Met Eireann’s TRANSLATE 1, 2 and 3 (2021 - 2029) programmes are standardizing climate projections
across policy-focussed, annual to decadal timescales, developing practitioner-focussed climate services to
further our understanding of risks of climate extremes and develop scalable and reproducible services
(Met Eireann 20252). These services are being integrated into a multi-organisation (EPA, Met Eireann,
Teagasc, Marine Institute, Department of Climate, Energy and the Environment, Department of the
Taoiseach, OPW, GSI, Local Authority Sector) National Framework for Climate Services to make it
easier to create, access, understand and use climate services (Met Eireann 2025b).
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Many coastal assets are located in low-lying coastal areas, which are increasingly exposed to erosion and
mundation. However, the extent, value, and timing of these risks remain poorly quantified in Ireland;
which limits the effectiveness of adaptation planning. The OPW has been designated by Government as
the national lead coordinating body for the assessment of coastal change hazards and risks and the
assessment of technical options and constraints. The Department of Housing, Local Government and
Heritage 1s responsible for chairing the Interdepartmental Steering Group on Coastal Change
Management. This group published the Report of the Inter Departmental Group on National Coastal
Change Management Strategy. This is our only coastal plan per se, and recommendation 15 1s managed
retreat. They are starting to fill the knowledge gaps in the strategy but have yet to really put anything
concrete in legislation. A Legislation Working Group, chaired by the OPW, was established under the
Inter-Departmental Steering Group on Coastal Change whose objective is primarily to review existing
legislation.

The IDGR presents an audit of infrastructure and assets potentially at risk in Ireland from coastal erosion
(Government of Ireland 2023). The report considered coastal erosion data published in the Irish Coastal
Protection Strategy Study (ICPSS) by the OPW completed in 2013. This national-scale study used aerial
photographs of the coast (c.1973-75, 2000 and 2006) to compare shoreline positions over time to
determine a rate of change (annualised erosion rate) and map future shoreline positions (2030 and 2050)
under the assumption that the estimated erosion rates remain constant. The analysis did not explicitly
include projected changes in climate (sea level rise, increased storm frequency) for the baseline erosion
rate maps or the extent of coastal defences. The predicted erosion maps were not designed for site-by-site
assessments and are, therefore, seen as unsuitable 1n an assessment of assets at risk. The most relevant
data for this risk assessment is based on two published reports by Fingal County Council (2017) and the
CARO (2022). The CARO (2022) report contain results from a survey of the nineteen coastal local
authorities and included a comparison with the 2017 report. The results show that c.4,446 properties
and c. 571km of roads will be at risk to coastal erosion by 2050. A summary of the reported findings is
presented in Table 1.2.

Table 1.2 Summary of properties and road lengths at risk in the 2017 and 2022 local authority reports. It is noted that the numbers
m the 2022 report are underestimates due to the low response rates. Sources: Fingal County Council 2017; CARO 2022,

Fingal 2017 CARO 2022
&) 12
834 2279" (M173%)
4,446'
305 570.5km’ (1 89%)
571km’

Notes.
'Eight local authorities reported current risk; ten local authorities reported the 2050 risk. Three counties
comprised ¢.78% (653) of the at-risk properties in the 2017 report (Galway County Council: ¢.32% (263); Louth

County Council: ¢.29% (239); Wexford County Council: ¢.18% (151)). There 1s equivalent local authority detail in
the 2022 report.
*Ten local authorities reported on roads currently at risk; six local authorities reported on roads at risk in 2050

The following insight from the reports underpinning Table 1.2 is central to informing future approaches
to designing and implementing coastal relocation programmes in Ireland:

> There are significant Ireland-wide knowledge gaps (or non-reporting issues) of current
and future impacts of erosion on coastal properties and infrastructure.
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Eight (42%) of the nineteen local authorities who participated in the CARO 2022
survey reported that their LA had undertaken a process to identify properties currently
at risk from coastal erosion/change. Seven (37%) local authorities reported properties
at risk by 2050.

Six (82%) local authorities undertook a process to identify roads at risk currently from
coastal erosion/change (total 571km). Ten local authorities (53%) assessed roads at risk
from coastal erosion/coastal change by 2050 (total also 571km

As an early step of any proactive approach to managing coastal change, an initial
assessment of the rates of erosion now and into the future should be undertaken to
inform a risk assessment to identify areas potentially requiring action (Government of
Ireland 2023, 51).

The clear need for guidance and training to allow for a consistency of approach by all
coastal local authorities in the management of erosion along their coastlines (CARO

2022, 1).

It 1s noteworthy that the interdepartmental group report reviewed the available asset audit data and
surmised that "1z is not deemed appropriate to provide specific numbers of properties or assets at risk'
(Government of Ireland 2023, 52). This 1s a significant knowledge gap for planning coastal management
options in Ireland. A Coastal Defence Asset Database is currently being developed by the OPW
following recommendation 4 in the IDGR (Government of Ireland 2023). This database will be critical to
assess the potential future costs for relocations and identify adaptation options.

A recent report of coastal actions carried out within Local Authority Climate Action Plan (LACAP) does
show evidence that local-scale work is occurring in city and county councils in Clare, Cork, Donegal, Dun
Laoghaire Rathdown, Fingal, Galway, Kerry, Louth, Meath, Sligo, Waterford City & County, Wexford,
and Wicklow (CARO 2024). These local authority-led projects are mostly associated with ‘climate impact
management’, with smaller numbers associated with the themes of ‘natural assets/land use, land-use
change, forestry’ and ‘planning’. There were no projects with an explicit focus on planned relocation.
Similarly, the CCAC working paper, ‘ Coastal community recommendations to build resilience’, llustrates
the breadth and depth of community-led coastal actions from 28 community groups Ireland-wide. This
report contains 32 policy recommendations to the Government of Ireland to continue to support, upscale
and coordinate these efforts (Farrell 2024).

It is important to emphasize that coastal management in Ireland should prioritise a managed retreat
strategy within a broader system-based framework, recognising that erosion is a natural and essential
process for sustaining coastal environments. Rather than attempting to universally prevent erosion, policy
must support the continued movement of sediment within coastal cells to maintain beaches and natural
defences. A cell-based, system-wide approach should guide decision-making, ensuring that interventions
i one location do not disrupt sediment supply or increase erosion risk elsewhere. Within this
framework, selective protection should be applied only to high-value infrastructure and urban areas,
where the economic and social justification is strongest. In less critical or high-risk areas, managed retreat
should be implemented to allow natural coastal processes, including erosion and deposition, to continue;
sustain sediment supply to beaches and dunes; and reduce long-term financial and environmental costs
associated with hard defences. This approach supports a transition from resisting coastal change to
adapting to it, enhancing resilience in the face of chimate change and sea-level rise. Ultimately, Irish
coastal policy must balance human use with the need to maintain dynamic, functioning coastal systems.

Cubie (2024) provides a succinct review of the potential obligations and legal implications of climate-
driven displacements of people from sea level rise based on international texts. It 1s noted in the review
that these “are all soft law texts, and so are not legally binding on states (p.21)” but are consistent with
mternational human rights and humanitarian law. The texts referred to in the review include:

The Peninsula Principles provide guidance for actions to prevent and prepare for climate displacement
mtended to apply to all countries, regardless of region, or level of development (Displacement Solutions
2013). Principle 5 provides that:
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‘States should, in all circumstances, comply in full with their obligations under international law, so
as to prevent and avoid conditions that might lead to climate displacement.’

Principle 6a reiterates obligations to:

‘ provide adaptation assistance, protection and other measures to ensure that individuals,
households and communities can remain in their lands or places of habitual residence for as long
as possible in a manner fully consistent with their rights.’

The International Law Association’s Svdney Declaration of principles on the protection of persons
displaced in the context of sea level rise, addresses human mobility in the context of sea level rise
(International Law Association 2018). These principles are also intended to apply to all countries,
regardless of region or level of development. Principle 3 “The Duty To Take Positive Action’ provides
that:

‘1. States have a duty to use the best practicable means at their disposal, in accordance with their
respective capabilities and resources and their international human rights obligations, as well as
other relevant international standards and frameworks, to take appropriate and effective measures,
mcluding those referred to in Principles 5-9, to: (a) reduce disaster risks and adapt to the adverse
eftects of climate change in order to protect the lives and ensure the safety of persons with habitual
residence on low-lving areas at risk of sea level rise under therr jurisdiction; (b) prevent
displacement of such persons; and (c) protect and assist them 1 the event of displacement.

2. In order to avert, mitigate and address displacement in the context of sea level rise, and to
protect and assist persons displaced n this context, States should, i particular: (a) adopt adequate
normative frameworks and operational measures to implement them; (b) assign powers and
responsibilities to competent authorities and institutions or, where they do not exist, create such
authorities and institutions endowed with appropriate powers and responsibilities; and (c) provide
adequate resources to such authorities and mstitutions.’

The United Nations Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement identifies the rights and guarantees
relevant to the protection of people from forced displacement and to their protection and assistance
during displacement as well as during return or resettlement and reintegration (United Nations 1998).
Principle 5 provides that:

‘All authorities and international actors shall respect and ensure respect for their obligations
under mternational law, including human rights and humanitarian law, i all circumstances, so as
to prevent and avoid conditions that might lead to displacement of persons.’

The Nansen Principles provide guidance to respond to the immediate and complicated challenges of
people being displaced by climate change and environmental hazards (Nansen 2011). Principle 11
provides that:

‘States have a primary duty to protect their populations and give particular attention to the special
needs of the people most vulnerable to and most aflected by climate change and other
environmental hazards, including the displaced, hosting communities and those at risk of
displacement. The development of legislation, policies and institutions as well as the mvestment of
adequate resources are key in this regard.’

These principles tended to be general and have limited practical guidance but do serve as useful starting
points to design country-specific climate-driven displacement and resettlement policies, legislation and
mstitutional structures to operationalize the process.

Ireland is still at the nascent stage in this process. The IDGR also highlights the significant challenges
ahead, so as to coordinate actions to support the mevitable displacement of people away from at-risk
coasts (Government of Ireland, 2023). The report states (pp. 70-71):
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‘Even with comprehensive monitoring systems and a policy of appropriate intervention, it Is
mevitable that, as a State, we will be faced in some circumstances with the need to co-ordinate a
managed retreat strategy, as the safest, most appropriate response In certain cases to rising sea
levels and the associated impact on the national coastline. This 1s a difficult and complex
mtervention. However, by not taking steps to recognise and ameliorate its difficulties the State will
likely be faced with an uncoordinated, reactive or emergency response to unfolding events, e.g.,
immediately following or during major coastal storm events.’

Ireland’s Climate Change Assessment (ICCA) is a comprehensive Ireland-focused, state of scientific
knowledge report of climate change and potential opportunities from transitions to a climate-resilient and
sustainable economy and society (EPA 2023). The ICCA approached the assessment with a clear
mandate to adopt local and national contexts and identify knowledge gaps that are impediments to
climate adaptation actions. The report considered managed retreat and realignment (Section 4.5.4) and
state (p.112) (emphasis added in bold):

Understanding the negative impacts of relocation as an adaptation option and how
to avoid them 1s a critical research gap. Consideration needs to be given to
understanding the procedural and distributive justice aspects of relocation and the
policy and legislative tools necessary to navigate such Issues in the fairest way
possible. Discussions about what is valued about our coasts, together with the
limited resources available for approaches that seek to protect against or
accommodate climate change impacts, will be challenging politically and for
mdividuals and needs to be engaged with sooner rather than later. As highlighted by
Haasnoot et al. (2021), implementing managed retreat constitutes a multi-decadal
sequence of actions, including commurity engagement, vulnerability assessment,
land use planning, active retreat, compensation and repurposing. Approaches to
adaptation that consider managed realignment can reduce flood and erosion risk,
reduce maintenance costs, mitigate coastal squeeze, sequester carbon, create new
habitats and biodiversity benefits, and compensate landowners for the permanent
loss of land - all without relocation of properties (or with minimal relocation),
depending on site-specific constraints. The potential opportunities for managed
realignment should be further investigated.

The report has several key messages highlighting the urgent need to fill knowledge gaps in policy and
governance options for implementing managed retreat projects (emphasis added in bold).

Key Message B.21 [Coastal Environments] 7he procedural and distributive justice aspects of
managed retreat should be carefully considered, including supports for those having to relocate.
Minimising the negative impacts of relocation for individuals and communities will require the co-
creation of relocation plans and community-centred approaches. Managed retreat raises complex
governance issues for adaptation in coastal zones.

Key Message D4 [Knowledge gaps]. Relocation and managed realignment. Understanding the
negative impacts of relocation and how to avoid or minimise them and the potential opportunities and
trade-ofls of managed realignment need be further understood. Consideration needs to be given to
understanding the justice dimensions of relocation and the policy tools necessary to navigate such
Issues 1n the fairest way possible. Approaches to adaptation that consider managed realignment can
reduce flood and erosion risk, reduce maintenance costs, mitigate coastal squeeze, and create new
habitats and biodiversity benefits, while minimising relocation, depending on site-specific constraints.
The potential opportunities and trade-ofls of managed realignment need be further understood.

Recommendation 15 within strategic pillar three (‘Developing Management Responses to Coastal
Change’) of the IDGR is ‘Developing Managed Retreat Options’ (Government of Ireland 2023). This
recommendation has three specific targets which calls for consideration to identifying the most
appropriate measures and mechanisms required to support managed relocation (Table 1.3). In particular,
planning mechanisms informed by extensive community consultations are required to support this
management option for at-risk properties.
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Different parts of the Irish coast experience varying levels of risk from erosion and flooding and contain
diverse social, economic, and environmental assets; necessitating tailored management responses for each
coastal unit. Effective coastal change risk management hinges on the establishment of a strategic
management framework that acknowledges this geographic diversity. Across many jurisdictions this is
broadly understood to involve a suite of approaches; for example, the five outlined in Table 1.4 which
more-or-less mimic other jurisdictions, e.g., shoreline management plans in the UK. These plans include
other response options (managed realignment; hold the line; advance the line; do nothing) to manage the
built environment. The CCMP’s should identify the preferred management response option for discrete
coastal units of Ireland for different timescales: current (0-20 years), medium (mid-century) and long-term
(late century). This phased approach provides clarity of where, why and when managed relocation 1s
planned and helps coastal managers adjust response options as new risk data, downscaled climate and risk
projections and funding become available (or removed) and is a critical framework to guide community
engagement. The management response for every coastal unit should be re-visited over time, or if pre-
determined thresholds are exceeded (e.g., erosion rate; flood inundation frequency and/or depth; %
damage to property); necessitating or triggering a policy response.

Table 1.3. Recommendation 15 ‘Developing Management Responses to Coastal Change’. Source: IDGR (Government of Ireland
2025, 71 - emphasis added in bold).

Recommendation 15: Developing Managed Retreat Options

Consideration should be given by the Interdepartmental Steering Group to identifying the most
appropriate measures and mechanisms required to support a managed retreat option for
communities and/or individual homes and properties at risk from coastal change, including
ensuring an adequate time period for consideration and implementation where appropriate of
managed retreat and the timescale required for effective movement of at risk communities,
where deemed necessary.

A communications and consultation process should be put in place with the effected
communities, led by the local authority, over an extended time period

Planning policy at a local level should reflect the risk and avoid intensifying existing
development uses or locating new mappropriate development within the zone(s) assessed to be
most at risk from coastal change and potential locations where managed retreat may be feasible
or necessary. Furthermore, planning policy should be aligned, where necessary, to facilitate
managed retreat; particularly with respect to the location of new replacement dwellings /
structures / development.

Table 1.4. Coastal change management response options. Source: IDGR (Government ol Ireland 2023, 59).

Strategic Pillar 3 - Developing Management Responses to Coastal Change

Do nothing No active intervention, allowing natural processes to take over with areas
of land being lost to the sea over time.

Hold the line Build or maintain coastal defences to protect a coastline against the
mmpacts of sea level rise and coastal erosion.

Managed Landward realignment of existing coastal defences, or an existing

realignment coastline, to a new, more sustainable alignhment accounting for the
impacts of coastal change.

Managed retreat Co-ordinated movement of people and infrastructure away from risks
and allow the coastline to retreat.

Advance the line Defences are built out at sea e.g., tidal barrage, land reclamation.

Overall, Ireland lags in coastal planning. For example, flood risk is governed as a national problem but
coastal erosion risk is treated still as a local issue or inconvenience. Yet both risks can occur in response
to the same coastal processes and climate drivers. Erosion should be treated as a whole of Ireland
problem. Planned relocation of people and critical infrastructure from coastal areas at high risk of erosion
or flooding should be a key priority. Managed retreat is not only a coastal change adaptation strategy but
also part of Ireland’s duty to protect against climate-related human rights violations. Relocation and
coastal management are therefore integral to fulfilling Ireland’s human rights obligations.
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Coastal erosion and managed retreat are no longer distant problems and questions of possible responses;
coastal change under climate forcing controls is happening now and appropriate action is needed (Devoy
et al. 2021a,b; Wiltshire et al. 2026). Calls for action since the 1980’s have not initiated adequate
governance responses to protect lives, property, and livelihoods today, not alone ensuring the well-being
and security of future generations. Failing to act responsibly now shifts the burden to future generations,
potentially leaving them to bear exorbitant costs in terms of property loss, disaster response, relocation,
and social disruption. The Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 1s widely regarded as a
ground breaking piece of legislation, because it embeds long-term sustainability and intergenerational
responsibility into Welsh law. This aligns with the principle of intergenerational equity in environmental
law and policy, which asserts that current generations have a duty to manage natural resources and risks
sustainably, so that future generations inherit a habitable, safe, and prosperous environment. For
example, Principle 4 in United Nations System Common Principles on Future Generations (UN 2023) 1s
titled “Think, plan and act with future generations in mind’ and provides:

‘Adopting a good ancestor policy would help to infuse strategic foresight, longterm thinking and
the precautionary principle into all stages of planning and programming, from design and
budgeting to implementation and evaluation. The United Nations system should exercise due
diligence and therefore purposetully shift to a more systematic understanding of global risks and
long-term trends; collect and leverage disaggregated data and use evidence-based modelling and
scenario-based foresight to develop anticipatory policy; transform systems for national and global
accounting; promote the use of rigorous future impact assessments and support Member States in
planning and acting for the future. Where uncertainties persist, the United Nations system should
take a precautionary approach to risks, acknowledging that the actions of present generations can
cause significant and irreversible damage to future generations and that a lack of scientific clarity
on such risks should not be used as a reason to postpone measures that prevent potential harm.’

O’ Nelll et al. (2022) also recommend that the Government of Ireland consider the establishment of an
Ombudsman for environmental justice and future generations, following the example of the Welsh
Future Generations Commissioner. Managed retreat is inherently long-term. Decisions taken today about
zoning, compensation, infrastructure withdrawal, and land-use change will shape Irish coastlines and
communities for decades. An Ombudsman for future generations would provide institutional oversight to
ensure that short-term political or economic pressures do not override long-term sustainability and risk
reduction. This directly supports the principle that future generations should not inherit avoidable climate
and coastal liabilities. Further, coastal erosion and retreat disproportionately affect certain communities:
particularly rural, lower-income, and regionally marginal and/or culturally distinctive/ separate coastal
populations (e.g., Donegal, Kerry, Mayo and Wexford). Managed retreat can deepen these inequalities if
poorly designed (e.g., inadequate compensation, lack of participation, loss of community cohesion). An
environmental justice ombudsman could scrutinize policies to ensure fair treatment, transparent decision-
making, and equitable distribution of costs and benefits. Such an Ombudsman office should not be
symbolic. It can provide structural accountability for long-term, science-based, and equitable coastal
adaptation policy. Given the scale and nevitability of coastal change around Ireland, embedding
mtergenerational and environmental justice principles into governance 1s directly relevant to making
managed retreat both workable and socially legitimate.

It 1s noted that the first important document that codified the right to adequate housing 1s the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) adopted by the UN General Assembly in 1948 (United Nations
2023). Article 25(1) provides that:

‘Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of himself
and of his tamily, including food, clothing, housing and medical care and necessary social services,
and the right to security n the event of unemployment, sickness, disability, widowhood, old age or
other lack of livelihood in circumstances bevond his control.”

[ref: https://www.un.org/en/about-us/universal-declaration-of-human-rights]

Further, 7The European Convention on Human Rights protects private property rights primarily through
Article 1 of Protocol No. 1 (Irish Statute Book 2003) which provides that:

10
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‘Every natural or legal person is entitled to the peaceful enjoyment of his possessions. No one
shall be deprived of his possessions except in the public interest and subject to the conditions
provided for by law and by the general principles of international law.”

In 2025 the Council of Europe commissioned a report How can we cope with coastal erosion in our
changing climate (Naylor, 2026) through the Committee on Governance, Civic Engagement and the
Environment (Governance Committee). This committee is responsible for issues related to
governance and the functioning of local and regional authorities, including civic participation, the
environment, education, culture and cultural heritage. A human rights perspective underpins the work
of the committee. This report will provide a broad-ranging assessment of the growing climate change
accelerated coastal erosion problem and the economic, social, landscape and ecological impacts of
accelerate coastal erosion and associated land loss. The report will outline key practical requirements
for planning relocations, including the importance of (1) strong multilevel governance; (2) robust legal,
regulatory, and financial frameworks and (8) encouraging long-term planning and proactive local
policies. The report was presented to the Committee i Spring 2026 and will be adopted and
published in the Autumn of 2026.

11
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METHODOLOGY

The project used two research stages and methods: (1) desktop research study and (2) interviews and
workshops with relevant stakeholders. Each method 1s described here briefly, with the results given in the

report Chapters.

Towards strategies that integrate planned coastal relocations

. Desktop review. In general, the international community has been slow to develop
coupled policy and legal instruments to guide planned relocation along coastlines.
Ireland, like most other countries, has no statutory basis for planned relocation; but
general preferred outcomes and principles are starting to emerge to guide projects (e.g.,
New Zealand is an exemplar). The scientific and policy literature was reviewed to assess
how planned relocation has emerged in other jurisdictions and the success (or not) of
existing practices. This work focusses on supporting the context for the case studies. The
review scoped a large volume of work in both less developed and developed nations,
where the planned relocation concept is often presented in different terms; such as
managed retreat, resettlement or relocation and often linked to disaster-risk reduction.
Study of the literature review showed that countries such as New Zealand and UK are
more advanced than Ireland in planning coastal relocations. Given the geographic and
coastal similarities of these countries, Ireland can draw valuable lessons from some of
their approaches in designing and implementing planned relocation policy and plans.
Other case studies are listed briefly for the USA, Australia, Germany and France.
Collectively, these studies present a selection, although not an exhaustive list, of legal,
policy, planning, and funding tools that can be used to facilitate planned relocation
efforts. This work stage elucidated the need to formalize an appropriate term for planned
relocation within planning and policy reports on Ireland (see: planned relocation) and a
clear defimition of the term to manage stakeholder expectations of planned relocation

projects.

Workshops & Interviews. This part of the project was driven based on findings in stages
1 & 2. The team connected with their extensive network of experts in academia and
public bodies / competent authorities. The project established meaningful engagement
with practitioners of managed relocation and collected evidence on the practicalities of
designing and implementing relocation schemes from the perspective of local authorities,
government agencies and property owners. Table 2.1 lists experts contacted. This
iformation has been embedded within the document.

Table 2.1 Experts Contacted

Expertise

Contact Participation

CCAC CCAC commissioned report Meeting 30/07/2025
OPW 2017 Voluntary Homeowners Relocation Scheme Meeting 10/09/2025
CCAC Draft report feedback Meeting 28/11/2025
OPW Draft report feedback Meeting 17/12/2025
Inter-Departmental Steering | Draft report feedback Meeting 25/03/2096

Group on Coastal Change

research

Management

Prof Larissa Naylor Professor University of Glasgow; Managed retreat & Interviewed 03/10/2025
managed realignment research + correspondence

Prof Robert Nicholls Professor Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research; | Interviewed 07/10/2025

12
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Contact Expertise Participation

Prof Judy Lawrence New Zealand Climate Change Research Institute Meeting 16/12/25

Dr Shari Gallop Pattle Delamore Partners, New Zealand

Aldo Treville New Jersey & New York relocation projects Correspondence

Nigel Pontee Jacobs; University of Southampton; 30+ years’ Correspondence
experience planning

Bill Parker Retired; Coastal Management for East Suffolk Council Correspondence
for seven years

Extensive feedback from the Climate Change Advisory Council Adaptation Committee, the OPW, the
Department of Communications, Energy and the Environment, the Department of Finance, the
Department of Transport, Geological Survey Ireland and County and City Management Association
(Environment, Climate and Circular Economy Committee and Planning Committee) was included during
the drafting of the report.
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TERMINOLOGY AND DEFINITIONS

For the purposes of this report and future policy documents, it is recommended the term managed
retreat and managed relocation be changed to planned relocation. The recommended terminology
frames coastal adaptation as proactive, strategic, and controlled rather than reactive or loss-driven. This
terminology offers more potential to improve public and political acceptance, encourage collaborative
planning initiatives with coastal communities, and closely aligns with international climate adaptation
frameworks. It emphasizes long-term phased decision-making thereby reducing the stigma and conflict
often associated with relocations observed in other regions. This is especially relevant in Ireland where
people do not want to have decisions imposed on them (e.g., forced retreat is viewed as taking away their
rights); rather, the long-term process of implementing ‘planned relocations’” should be a narrative founded
on inclusion, equity, and self-determination for planning a safe climate resilient future. By highlighting
planning and adaptation, rather than retreat, the new term should foster more positive communication in
stakeholder engagement and more effective policy implementation in the climate transition to sustainable
coasts. The term also closely aligns with international climate adaptation frameworks (e.g., Sixth
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; Sendai Framework for Disaster
Risk Reduction 2015 - 2030).

It is accepted that reframing the term managed retreat can risk government bodies being perceived as
misleading by homeowners severely affected by coastal erosion and/or flooding. If the terms appear to
downplay the reality of losing property or land, it may undermine trust and provoke strong local
resistance as observed in other regions. To maintain credibility, the language must be paired with
transparent planning, ‘early and often’ stakeholder engagement, and clear support measures, ensuring that
‘planned relocation’ reflects a genuine, whole of Government coordinated, and fair process rather than a
semantic rebranding of loss. Box 1 clarifies the Sea’ties initiative approach to this dilemma.

Box 1. The challenge of defining and using the term ‘managed retreat’ was explicitly addressed in
Sea’ties (2025) report, ‘Managed Retreat: Preparing Coastal Cities for Sea Level Rise’ (p.7):

The term “managed retreat” is often associated with any one of a number of variations, such as
managed realignment, planned relocation, resettlement, etc. The merits of one term compared to
another are still up for discussion among scientists and decision makers, especially because of the
more or less positive connotations they convey. Unlike “managed retreat” and its variants, the French
term recomposition spatiale (lit. spatial reconstruction) is not restricted solely to the relocation of
people and infrastructures threatened by the sea level rise; mstead it evokes the notion of rearranging
and reinventing given areas on a much larger scale to ensure their sustamable adaptation to climate
change. When coastal cities and districts commit to such policies, 1t can be important to debate the use
of a particular expression in order to facilitate its acceptance. Nevertheless, for the purposes of this
English version, we have retained the well-known term “managed retreat”.

The terms planned relocation and managed realignment are closely related in coastal management but,
for the purposes of this report and future policy, have different meanings and implications. Clear
definitions ensure that policymakers, planners, and stakeholders interpret and apply these approaches
consistently and in appropriate contexts. This prevents confusion over objectives, responsibilities,
expectations, and outcomes when implementing relocation and/or realignment projects.

Managed realignment involves the strategic repositioning of coastal defences to an inland location,
creating space for natural buffers such as saltmarshes or mudflats. Typically, it includes the breaching or
setting back of sea defences to enable the development of new intertidal habitats that can potentially
reduce storm impacts. The objective is to restore natural coastal processes while maintaining, and where
possible improving, erosion and flood protection for higher-value inland assets and communities. The
term can be retained although it does evoke management responses that are ecosystem- or infrastructure-
focused, and not human-centred which many times is the ultimate objective of these types of projects.

Planned relocation refers to the deliberate withdrawal of people, infrastructure assets and activities from
vulnerable coastal areas without necessarily realigning defences. This approach is usually applied when
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Managing Coastal Risks in Ireland:

Towards strategies that integrate planned coastal relocations

defending or realigning a coastline is no longer cost-effective or sustainable and allows the coast to evolve
naturally as sea levels rise.

Both approaches are now considered as critical strategies for long-term coastal management, but have
iherent traits that require careful consideration in early planning stages. Managed realignmentis often
easier to implement technically, because it involves modifying existing defences (like breaching or moving
a seawall) and allowing water into specific low-value areas. Planned relocation requires relocating homes,
infrastructure, and sometimes entire communities, which is much challenging logistically (Table 3.1).

Table 8.1 Comparison of planned relocation and managed realignment. Content based on authors review of literature.

Planned relocation

Planning to physically move people,
infrastructure assets and activities from high
risk areas to a safer location

Managed realignment

Planning to create a new, inland flood defence
line and coastal habitat by intentionally breaching
or removing existing defence’s.

People, homes, businesses, and
infrastructure are relocated

Coastal defences (e.g., seawalls, dikes) are
relocated iland

The land that is vacated 1s often repurposed
or left to evolve naturally, with the goal of
reducing risk and allowing coast to retreat

The former defended areas are often
intentionally allowed to flood, creating new
intertidal habitats like saltmarshes or mudflats

More difficult Easier
More difficult Easier
Higher Lower
Higher Moderate

31 Key messages for terminology and definitions

The terms managed retreat and managed relocation should be changed to planned relocation and
defined clearly in future policy and plans by the Government of Ireland.

The term managed realignment can be retained as it does not have the same negative connotations as

managed retreat. The term is ubiquitous in the coastal climate adaptation literature although it does evoke
management approaches that are ecosystem- or infrastructure-focused, and not human-centred which is
the ultimate focus of these types of projects. Despite lacking an explicit social dimension, the term 1s well-
established in many jurisdictions worldwide and appears in legislation, planning frameworks, and funding
programmes, (e.g., UK SMP’s). It is also tied to Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and Habitat
Directive procedures.

The Hold the Line term should be changed to Hold the Existing Line. This clarifies that the policy aims
to maintain the current defended shoreline position, not to reclaim lost (historic) land or create new
defences seaward of the present barrier.
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CASE STUDY 1-NEW ZEALAND

HIGH IMPORTANCEL

Box 2. New Zealand’s ‘Report of the Expert Working Group (EWG) on Managed Retreat: A
Proposed System for Te Hekenga Rauora/ Planned Relocation’ (292pp.).

In 2022, the New Zealand government commissioned a study to address the lack of national direction
on how to plan for relocation and the lack of a framework to guide consistent and efficient planning
for planned relocation. The ‘ Report of the Expert Working Group on Managed Retreat: A Proposed
System for Te Hekenga Rauora/ Planned Relocation’ was published in 2023. It 1s the most complete
policy examination of managed retreat yet undertaken by any government worldwide; focusing its
findings within legal, social, environmental, and economic contexts. It identifies the intersecting drivers
(clmatic, mstitutional, financial, and community-based) that shape policy challenges.

The 89 recommendations in the report are structured to align with both short-term implementation
feasibility and long-term strategic objectives. The report presents a framework that emphasizes cross-
sectoral collaboration, genuine partnership with Maori and local communities, long-term financial
commitments and continuous learning and evaluation.

The Government of Ireland should draw on this international policy exemplar to guide the design and
implementation of similar policies; to avoid the duplication of effort and ‘re-inventing the wheel’. We
strongly recommend that the Government of Ireland use the New Zealand example as a guiding
model in the development of an equivalent Irish managed retreat policy. Specifically, Ireland can draw
on the structure and analytical depth of New Zealand’s report to inform the design of a comprehensive
national policy framework for managed retreat; adapt key to suit Ireland’s institutional context; and
engage in policy exchange and technical cooperation with New Zealand agencies and research
mstitutions to build expertise and operational capacity for an equivalent policy analysis in Ireland.
Adopting a policy process inspired by New Zealand’s model would allow Ireland to accelerate its
readiness for climate-related relocation or adaptation.

This chapter outlines the key aspects of New Zealand’s policy approach for managed retreat. The
reader 1s recommended to consult the very comprehensive recommendations from the New Zealand
report. A selection of key messages is presented in Section 4.3.
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Prior to 2023, New Zealand had no comprehensive policy for community-led planned relocation (note:
they used the term ‘managed retreat’ to date but have recommended changing to ‘planned relocation’).
Their spatial planning system provided very limited powers to change land ownership and encourage
retreat away from high-risk coastal or inland areas. Local councils relied on a patchwork of powers under
different pieces of legislation to help individuals and communities at imminent risk. Most instances of
managed retreat occurred as a once-off process after a disaster (e.g., 2010-2011 Canterbury earthquakes).
The policy guidance in the report ‘Report of the Expert Working Group on Managed Retreat: A
Proposed System for Te Hekenga Rauora/ Planned Relocation” was aimed at filling these gaps.

The New Zealand Ministry for the Environment established a Managed Retreat EWG in September
2022 to provide independent advice on a proposed policy and planning system for managed retreat. The
Ministry for the Environment provided secretariat and policy support to the group, comprising 13
members, throughout its work, but the group operated independently in developing its 89
recommendations. The final report ‘ Report of the Expert Working Group on Managed Retreat: A
Proposed System for Te Hekenga Rauora/ Planned Relocation’ was published in August 2023.
Specifically, the EWG was asked to “assist officials to develop detailed design options for a robust,
equitable and enduring managed retreat system, and funding and financing adaptation as one part of the
development of detailed policy design for the Climate Adaptation Act”. The EWG outlined guiding
principles for how managed retreat (preferred term in report is planned relocation) should be carried out.
The EWG emphasized that local communities must be at the centre of planning and decision-making
and decisions about relocation should reflect the values, needs, and aspirations of the affected people.
The process of planned relocation needs to be enabled by national/central government by providing the
framework, risk assessment, coordination, support of Local Adaptation Plan’s (LAP’s), and, if necessary,
the legal authority to act where voluntary or local efforts can’t resolve the issues. It is recognised that some
retreat situations are too complex or contested for communities to handle alone (e.g., issues linked to
property rights, infrastructure, or large-scale environmental risks) and the report states that “ national
support, and 1 some situations the application of national powers (including compulsion) (p.105)” may
be required to overcome barriers such as fragmented local decision-making, funding inequities, or land-
use conflicts.

The EWG recommended the following three steps to implement planned relocation:

Step 1. Understanding the need for adaptation: This step involves assessing risk at a
sufficiently high level to focus efforts on ‘at-risk’ areas and prioritise planning for those
areas.

Step 2. Planning to adapt: This step involves assessing risk in the priority areas at a
more granular level, identifying adaptation options, and determining adaptation actions
and future pathways (including considering where people relocate to, when relocation
1s an option).

Step 3. Undertaking adaptation: This step involves implementing the package of
adaptation actions, monitoring change, and reviewing actions against the changed
conditions over time.

These steps define the process of planning for and carrying out managed retreat as part of much broader
climate adaptation framework. The EWG clarified that it wasn’t proposing a new approach to established
climate adaptation planning, already being done by local councils and communities. The report
recommended the setting up of a formal, legislated framework so that managed retreat would be clearly
integrated into existing adaptation processes and have the legal tools (statutory powers) needed to make
decisions transparently and fairly, ensure consistency across the country, and give effect to those decisions
(for example, to acquire land, fund relocation, or restrict future development in high-risk areas). The 89
recommendations in the report should strengthen existing climate adaptation planning by giving it clear
legal structure and authority so planned relocation projects can actually happen effectively and fairly.

This report will not present all 89 recommendations, but will focus on the framework and steps 1-3, that
provide the overview of the EWG recommendations.
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Concurrent to the EWG report, a series of three working papers was published in 2023 by the
Environmental Defence Society (EDS) under the auspice of ‘ Aotearoa New Zealand’s Climate Change
Adaptation Act: Building a Durable Future’.

> Working Paper 1: Principles and Funding for Managed Retreat (or Relocation).
> Working Paper 2: Current Legislative and Policy Framework for Managed Relocation.
> Working Paper 3: Options and Models for Managed Relocation Policy.

This was a separate initiative oriented toward building a legislative proposal (the “Climate Adaptation
Act”) as opposed to the EWG report that feeds into that broader policy ecosystem; by advancing a
framework for how retreat/relocation could work. The EDS series does explicitly refer to the EWG
report in multiple sections. As expected, both nitiatives deal with overlapping themes within managed
retreat (funding, legal/policy frameworks, institutions, Maori rights, adaptation to climate change risks (sea
level rise, flooding etc.)) and are complementary. Table 4.1 provides an overview of these reports. The
focus of this section is on the first report.

OI'S

New Zealand Expert Working
Group on Managed Retreat.
2023. Report of the Expert
Working Group on Managed
Retreat: A Proposed System for
1e Hekenga Rauora/ Planned
Relocation

Table 4.1 Overview of the content in the key readings addressing managed retreat for New Zealand.

Description

The EWG suggested the following three steps in making planned relocation
and coastal adaptation decisions:

Step 1. Understanding the need for adaptation
Step 2. Planning to adapt
Step 3. Undertaking adaptation

A total of 89 recommendations were presented in the report.

Peart, Raewyn, Jonathan Boston,
Sasha Maher, and Teresa
Konlechner. 2023. Principles and
funding for managed retreat -
Working Paper 1

Focused specifically on principles and funding for managed retreat — frames
funding principles and options the Climate Adaptation Act could embed.
‘Working Paper 1 draws on and references the same policy questions the
EWG examines. Strong overlap in topics/questions (equity, who pays,
thresholds, triggers).

Peart, Raewyn, and Benjamin D.
Tombs. 2023. Current legislative
and policy framework for
managed relocation Working
Paper 2

Reviews the current legislative and policy framework in New Zealand for
relocation, identifies gaps/weaknesses in existing law and examines the extent
to which the statutory framework makes provision for Dynamic Adaptive
Pathways Planning and associated triggers. The study also details multiple
ways to obtain the revenue necessary for a public compensation fund In New
Zealand and lists international examples of varying compensation
approaches from nine other countries.

Peart, Raewyn, Benjamin D.
Tombs and Katie Marshall. 2023.
Options and models for managed

relocation policy - Working Paper

‘Working Paper 3 surveys options and models for relocation policy and
presents mechanisms to operationalise decisions (triggers, sequencing, staged
approaches). The report reviewed six international case studies on managed
relocation to draw out insights that could help inform policy development in

funding: issues and options

3 New Zealand.

New Zealand Ministry for the Report examined current system and what new powers, roles and
Environment. 2023. Community | responsibilities might be needed to support community-led retreat, as well as
led retreat and adaptation how the costs of adaptation might be met (e.g., those affected; councils;

central government)). The study examines barriers linked to lack of system
for retreat, lack of funding, risk assessment evidence and rights of
communities and their participation in the adaptation decision making
Processes.
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The report proposed a three-step adaptation planning framework for managed retreat (Figure 4.1). The
key aspects of each step are a selection extracted from the much more comprehensive report (Tables 2, 3
and 4 pp. 107-110). The framework dismantles what can be a very complex retreat/adaptation pathway
into manageable stages (understanding - planning - undertaking) that organises roles, timing, and
resources. These three steps are a convenient way to consider the legislative requirements for planned
relocation within an adaptation planning framework and a formal, legislated system to ensure planned
relocation projects have the necessary statutory mechanisms and powers to achieve their purpose
effectively and equitably.

The report explicitly states these three steps “are a convenient way to consider the legislative requirements
for planned relocation within an adaptation planning framework (p.106)”. The inclusion of monitoring
and review (in Step 3) as well as the possibility to accelerate the process if required ensures the framework
can respond to unexpected events or faster-than-anticipated hazard escalation such as increased erosion
or unprecedented storm surge. The framework supports clear decision-making roles (regional bodies,
local authorities, iwi/Maori, national guidance) and emphasizes community engagement, risk-information
transparency and equity issues. The framework 1s a convenient way to consider the legislative
requirements for each step in planned relocation projects to ensure they have the necessary statutory
mechanisms and powers to achieve their purpose effectively and equitably.

For a country like Ireland looking to develop an equivalent policy, this report provides a clear gunidance
on what factors we need to consider re: statutory or regulatory mechanisms for managed retreat.

‘What is managed retreat? An explanation of managed and unmanaged retreat is given by the EWG.
These descriptions acknowledge and copy other international equivalents. Emphasis is added here (bold)
to highlight key points in policy development.

“Planned relocation is sometimes described as a ‘last resort’. This is not the right
way to characterise it. ‘Planned relocation’ is one of several adaptation strategies. In
some circumstances, it will be the only viable strategy. This may be because other
adaptation strategies are not suited to the particular hazard that is creating the risk,
or because other strategies, although available, are short-term ‘fixes’ that will not be
eflective in the longer term. Planned relocation is an adaptation strategy that should
be used in some circumstances because it offers the best long-term solution to
addressing the relevant risk. In that context, it is not a last resort. Moreover,
planned relocation may do more than simply remove people, buildings and other
assets from areas of risk. It may also bring other benelfits, such as improving
ecological outcomes (p.43-44)”.

“A relocation that is planned is to be contrasted with an unmanaged relocation.
Whereas a planned relocation Is a strategic response to a known risk, unmanaged
relocation Is a spontancous, uncontrolled process mitiated by people in an ‘at-risk’
area who decrde that the time has come to move out of harm’s way. The risk
tolerance of whanau and mdividuals may, of course, vary markedly, so in an
unmanaged relocation, some may choose not to move. Others may be unable to
move, even if they want to, because of insufficient resources. Whatever the reason,
for those who are lefi, an unhappy spiral is likely to result. As risks icrease over
time, msurers begin to charge higher premiums or to withdraw from isuring in the
locality altogether; property values fall: businesses close; good quality rental
accommodation becomes unavailable; remaining homeowners find themselves with
mortgage or other debt they cannot meet; services decline, either because of
ongoing maintenance problems or because their providers withdraw them; and
overall, those remaining become highly valnerable - in a state of ‘property
purgatory’ (p.44)”.
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The EWG report provides a long list of policy recommendations that can inform Ireland policy

development for managed retreat. The recommendations occur under different thematic chapters in the
EWG report:

Chapter 1. Setting the context

Chapter 2. Recognising Maori rights and interests in a system for te hekenga rauora
Chapter 3. Framework for adaptation planning and planned relocation

Chapter 4. Powers

Chapter 5. Funding and financing for planned relocation

Chapter 6. Institutional framework for planned relocation

The reader is highly recommended to consult this very comprehensive report from New Zealand for
more details.
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Step 3. Undertaking adaptation

This step involves implementing the
package of adaptation actions, monitoring
change, and reviewing actions against the
changed conditions over time.

What? The implementation of the actions
identified in the LAP, using various
existing and new adaptation
implementation tools. A new adaptation
designation provides the mechanism to
implement actions using the planning
system. A relocation programme directs
preparation for relocation (enabling
actions), active relocation, and the steps to
be applied to the land relocated from.
Trigger. A relocation programme can be
prepared without a LAP, if directed by the
Crown following an event or local request.
Decision-maker. Adaptation committee to
prepare relocation programme and as:
responsibilities. Crown will approve
relocation programme.

C unity engagement. Public
engagement process to run throughout the
relocation programme, but no ability to
re-litigate the decision to relocate. Formal
process for submissions to be made on a
draft relocation programme and a hearing
held before the programme is finalised.
Output. Relocation programme. Dispute
resolution services for disputes relating to
the logistics of relocation implementation.
Monitoring and review. Relocation

programme to be reviewed annually.

Figure 4.1 Overview of the proposed process for adaptation and planned relocation in New Zealand. Source: Figure 4 (p.107); inset tables content Tables £, 3, 4 (pp. 107-110).
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Step 1. Understanding the need for adaptation

This step involves assessing risk at a sufficiently high level to focus efforts

on ‘at-risk’ areas and prioritise planning for those areas.

What? Regional identification and prioritisation of areas for adaptation
g

planning, based on a high level risk assessment.

Community engagement. No public input to the risk assessment. Public

gement process on identification of adaptation areas and

National mandate and methodology to identify areas
where adaptation planning is required, as well as principles and criteria
for prioritising areas.

Monitoring and review. Reviewed every nine years, or following a

significant event in the region.

Step 2. Planning to adapt

This step involves assessing risk in priority areas at a more granular level,
identifying adaptation options, and determining adaptation actions and
future pathways (including where people relocate to, when relocation is
an option).

What? Preparation of a local adaptation plan (LAP), based on risk
assessment, which ass s adaptation options and decides on an
adaptation package or pathway. This may include planned relocation,
which will set out where people move to and what happens to the land
relocated from. Actions for implementing the LAP, and who 1s
responsible, are identified, as well as monitoring and review
requirements.

Decision maker. Adaptation Committee made up of aj

members.

Community engagement. Community panel consisting of people
representative of the local community, to advise Adaptation Committee.
National support. National direction on all aspects of LAP proces
including community engagement, options assessment methodologies,
and setting signals and try adaptation measures (including
planned relocation).

Output. Adaptation designation in plans or natural and built
environment.

Monitoring and review. LAPs reviewed as signals & triggers are achieved
(or event occurs) in accordance with LAP monitoring & review
requirements.

21



OLLSCOILNAGAILLIMHE Vanaging Coastal Risks in Ireland:
UNIVERSITY oF GALWAY Towards strategies that integrate planned coastal relocations

Box 3. The key messages outlined here represent a selection of the 89 recommendations presented in
the Expert Working Group (EWG) (2023) report with relevance to Ireland. The reasoning for listing
these recommendations near-verbatim 1s that it 1s recommended that Ireland should draw on this
international policy exemplar to guide the design and implementation of similar managed retreat
policies, so avoiding duplication of effort, whilst acknowledging the guidance.

Chapter 2. Recognising Maori rights and interests in a system for te hekenga rauora

The EWG recommended a reframing of the concept of ‘managed retreat’ to 'planned
relocation' because it 1s more inclusive of the social, cultural and psychological risks
that accompany relocation of communities.

Chapter 3. Framework for adaptation planning and planned relocation

The process for planning for adaptation and planned relocation should be
community-centred and nationally enabled.

Regional councils and climate adaptation committees have a pivotal role in risk
assessments and the identification and prioritisation of areas for adaptation.

An expert panel, appointed on behalf of the decision-maker, should undertake the
region-wide risk assessment in accordance with national direction. The expert panel
should include specialists in hazard and vulnerability assessments; engineering risk
assessments; and environmental, financial and social risks from natural hazard and
climate change impacts

‘We recommend that local adaptation plans have statutory weight and address area-
specific risk assessment, confirmed ‘package’ or ‘pathways’ of adaptation measures
and an assessment and 1dentification of where people will move to, and plans for the
land retreated from.

Because communities need to be heavily involved in making adaptation decisions,
signals (warnings) and trigger points - particularly for planned relocation - need to be
established, with meaningful community input. Where planned relocation 1s an option
identified in a Local Adaptation Plan (LAP), the LAP should make clear which
properties are intended for relocation within the next 10 years. This will provide
certainty to landowners and provide a date for valuation and use status (i.e., principal
place of residence, rental, or second home) to be set.

If people are not aware that a trigger has been reached, they will not have sufficient
time to adapt. Conditions therefore need to be monitored so people understand when
it is time to act, and which action is required. A LAP must include a monitoring plan
for the signals and triggers it identifies.

Planned relocation is a process that involves more than just the planning system.
When a trigger for planned relocation is approaching (indicated by a signal specified
in the LAP), a separate relocation programme should be required.

A relocation programme would set out the details of how the relocation will be
implemented.

We recommend that the relocation programme is divided nto three stages:
enablement, active relocation, and post-relocation. Enablement requires preparation
for relocation requires enablement actions, such as putting land-use rules in place,
reducing infrastructure levels of service, negotiating property acquisitions, and making
land ready for relocation. Active relocation involves physically moving people and
assets, including the relocation of buildings, legal actions, and the payment of
compensation and assistance allowances. Post-relocation actions are required, to
restore and/or repurpose the land relocated from - these include demolition of
buildings, removal of infrastructure, ecological restoration, installation of memorials,
as well as entering legal agreements related to ongoing maintenance and use of the

land.
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Community and stakeholder engagement on relocation programmes includes ongoing
engagement with those directly affected, as well as a formal feedback process on a
draft relocation programme. Communities need to be involved in the decision-making
on when planned relocation is required. Local circumstances will also have an
influence on this decision. However, clarification in national direction on when
planned relocation needs to be included as an option will ensure that this
consideration is not deferred. This will ensure national consistency in how this
assessment 1s undertaken, remove the need for debate over how the assessment 1s
done, and ensure that appropriate matters are considered in the assessment.

Chapter 4. Powers

The adaptation system, including planned relocation, should be governed by
overarching legislation containing all necessary powers.

Government actors in the system be given some protection from liability for making
decisions and acting in good faith to reduce risk. However, decision-makers should
not be excluded from liability in circumstances of misfeasance, if they fail to act at all,
or if they fail to implement pre-determined designations or directions.

Authorities can apply to withdraw services (including roads and bridges) from a
property before or during a planned relocation process.

Chapter 5. Funding and financing for planned relocation

The funding source for managed retreat should match the level at which decisions are
made or at which responsibility and accountability is located and there should be a
supporting mechanism from central government that will provide grant funding to
local government to pay for specific planned relocation projects and/or specified costs,
on an ‘ability of local government to pay’ basis.

Risk assessments, relocation decisions and planning processes. In ‘business-as-usual’
situations, local government pays for this stage. In the case of chmate change
adaptation, these costs may be too large, especially for smaller councils and councils in
coastal regions. Accordingly, we consider that a mix of local and central government
funding should be used for this stage. Another important component of this stage is
the process of public engagement, including the dissemination of information and
consultations with the public and other stakeholders. These should be jointly funded.
Central or local government should pay for post-implementation costs (demolition
and clean-up costs, post relocation land rehabilitation and management, development
of new sites for communities that have decided to move through land swaps, and the
provision of new public facilities serving affected communities), depending on the
details and relevant needs of each planned relocation implementation.

A compulsory natural hazard insurance should include a clause providing that once a
property experiences a damage event above a certain threshold (say, damage worth at
least 30 per cent of the property’s value), this will automatically trigger the planned
relocation, even if it was originally planned to happen at some future date.

Principal places of residence (i.e., owner-occupied homes) should be treated
differently from second homes (e.g., holiday homes), commercial buildings and short-
term rental properties. We recommend that whether the value of the principal places
of residence 1s assessed using market values (i.e., rateable values) or ‘per square metre’
costs, a cap 1s applied. In principle, we do not see a compelling public interest that
requires such support (second homes) in a planned relocation context. Rather, we
think the risk to second homes should largely be borne by the owners and see no
ethical justification for providing any compensatory payments.

Chapter 6 Institutional framework for planned relocation

Implementing reform to reforms to governance, planning, funding and regulation will
likely have major implications for the design of some public institutions. We
acknowledge that no ideal or perfect institutional arrangements exist, whether for
planned relocation or any other complex governmental activity. Equally, it will almost

23



OLLSCOILNAGAILLIMHE Wanaging Coastal Risks in Ireland:
UNIVERSITY oF GALWAY Towards strategies that itegrate planned coastal relocations

certainly be necessary to adapt public institutions over time to reflect changing political
priorities and societal needs, along with unexpected local or international shocks.
Support for active citizen engagement and public participation in decision-making. We
recommend that there should be an integrated online information portal for climate
change and natural hazards and this should cover all aspects of planned relocation.

New Zealand Expert Working Group on Managed Retreat. 2023. Report of the Expert
Working Group on Managed Retreat: A Proposed System for Te Hekenga Rauora/
Planned Relocation, 292pp.

New Zealand Ministry for the Environment. 2023. Community led retreat and adaptation
funding: issues and options, 94pp.

Peart, Raewyn, Jonathan Boston, Sasha Maher, and Teresa Konlechner. 2023. Principles
and funding for managed retreat - Working Paper 1. Aotearoa New Zealand’s Climate
Change Adaptation Act: Building a Durable Future, 79pp.

Peart, Raewyn, and Benjamin D. Tombs. 2023. Current legislative and policy framework
for managed relocation Working Paper 2. Aotearoa New Zealand’s Climate Change
Adaptation Act: Building a Durable Future, 70pp.

Peart, Raewyn, Benjamin D. Tombs and Katie Marshall. 2023. Options and models for

managed relocation policy - Working Paper 3. Aotearoa New Zealand’s Climate Change
Adaptation Act: Building a Durable Future, 74pp.
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CASE STUDY 2-SCOTLAND

Scottish context for planned relocation

Scotland has not yet carried out large-scale residential property retreat, but infrastructure and public asset
relocation 1s already occurring in several areas. Scotland 1s adopting a new approach to coastal
management in response to long-term coastal erosion risks. This shift is supported by initiatives such as
the Coastal Change Adaptation Plan (CCAP) guidance (The Scottish Government 2023), the Coastal
Change Adaptation Fund (CCAF) (www.dynamiccoast.com/cca), and Dynamic Coast (dynamiccoast.com)
research and resources. A key intended outcome of the funding to local authorities is the requirement
they develop CCAP’s. The Scottish government is supporting local authorities to develop their CCAPs
by publishing a detailed CCAP Guidance (61pp) in February 2023. The CCAP guidance treats relocation
as a planned, proactive adaptation pathway, not a last resort. The CCAP guidance highlights the need to
identify 'adaptation space' to ensure that planning at decadal or century scales can consider the landward
relocation of ‘at risk’ assets. The CCAP guidance highlights the value of community engagement ‘early
and often’ - especially if coastal protection policies shift over time (e.g., from intervention to planned
relocation). Communication is valued as necessary preparation for communities to plan a gradual
withdrawal from at risk coasts and/or to co-design solutions based on local knowledge. Naylor et al.
(2024) 1s a report commissioned by the Scottish Government to collaborate with local authority
practitioners (survey, interviews and focus group discussions) to assess how the funding for coastal change
adaptation was used and identify barriers they encountered to adapting.

Scotland and Ireland exhibit similar coastal characteristics and are subject to comparable environmental
challenges and socio-economic conditions influencing coastal management. Rising sea levels, storm
surges, increased coastal erosion and erosion-enhanced flooding are progressively impacting soft
coastlines in Scotland. McKibbon (2016) states ¢.12% (1298km) of Scottish coastlines (11,154km) are
eroding. A total of 733km (c.7%) 1s protected with defence works or artificial nourishments. More
recently, national-level modelling of Scotland’s wave-dominated soft coast reveals coastal erosion currently
affects 46% of soft shorelines (average erosion rate of ca. 0.43 m/yr (Rennie et al. 2021). Under a High
Emissions Scenario, 75% of soft coasts are expected to be eroding by 2050; under a Low Emissions
Scenario erosion extent, rates and risk are lower, but they remain significant (Rennie et al. 2021). The
Dynamic Coast project is Scotland’s National Coastal Change Assessment (NCCA) and the Scottish
government’s main evidence base for understanding and managing coastal change under climate
pressures (Table 5.1). Their data shows that within 50m of Scotland’s coastline, there 1s approximately
£20B (c.€22.6B) worth of assets (road, rail, residential property). Approximately £14.5B (c.€16.5B)
(c.73%) 1s safeguarded by natural features like sand dunes, beaches, saltmarshes, and rocky shorelines and
£5B (c.€5.7B) (¢.25%) 1s protected by artificial defences such as sea walls, revetments, and groynes. The
data underscores that natural defences (coastal ecosystems) are the backbone of coastal protection in
Scotland, safeguarding the majority of assets. It is noteworthy that the research elements of Phases 1 and 2
were allocated £475,000 funding through the Centre of Expertise for Waters (CREW) but collected
evidence that helped lead to a separate £12 million capital budget for coastal change adaptation.

Table 5.1. Overview of Dynamic Coast - Scotland’s National Coastal Change Assessment.

Description

Initial national assessment of coastal change (first NCCA) using historical shoreline data and
assessing assets within 50 m of the shoreline.

Updated and expanded assessment, integrating climate change projections and identifying
vulnerable assets and communities.

Aims to further inform Scotland’s National Adaptation Framework and climate resilience
policy. Updated national case studies of managed retreat, including pilot relocation projects.

In December 2018, the Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) published the second National
Flood Risk Assessment (NFRA) that identified the areas at most risk of coastal flooding to inform short-
and long-term flood risk management strategies and local plans. SEPA estimated that over 28,000
properties are at coastal flood risk. This number is expected to increase to over 54,000 properties by
2080’s due to climate change. Scotland has not yet carried out large-scale residential property retreat, but
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infrastructure and public asset relocation is already occurring in several areas. The Dynamic Adaptive
Pathways approach promoted in the 2023 CCAP Guidance 1s preparing councils for future planned
relocation of homes in high-risk erosion zones. Dynamic Coast 3 (2025) is expected to provide updated
national case studies of planned, including pilot relocation projects.

CoastAdapt was a transnational EU-funded project (2009-2011) that brought together partners from
Ireland, Scotland, Norway, and Iceland to study how climate change affects coastal areas and help
communities and local authorities plan and adapt to future risks (McClatchey et al. 2014). It focused on
real coastal locations (pilot areas) to test solutions in practice and build decisions tools to assess whether
to defend, adapt, or retreat from the coast.

Coastal Change Adaptation (CCA) in Scotland
CCA Projects

In 2022, the Scottish Government introduced substantial CCA funding for local authorities, to help with
planning to reduce climate risks for coastal communities. A total of £6.7M (c.€7.62M) to date has been
released through two funding routes: (i) using a direct allocation model, with monies paid directly to a
local authority and not subject to ringfencing; and (i) through case study applications, with monies paid
directly to a local authority for a specific activity or set of activities. A further £56M (c.€5.69M) in CCA
funding will be distributed in 2025-2026.

> In 2022-23 £1.6M was allocated to ten coastal local authorities with the most assets at
risk.

> In 2023-24 £1.85M was allocated to remaining coastal local authorities.

> In 2024-25 £1.65M has been allocated to 19 coastal local authorities to advance
Coastal Change Adaptation work and £1.05M has been shared in support of local case-
studies.

> In 2025-26 £2.5M was allocated to 19 coastal local authorities to advance Coastal
Change Adaptation work; £1.36M was shared in support of local case-studies to help
advance. understanding of coastal change adaptation; and £1.1m was allocated to fund
coastal LIDAR surveys to update understanding of the risks and inform CCAPs.

A selection of work been carried out by local authorities in Scotland 1s presented here (Table 5.2) dealing
with actions and/or aspects linked to planned relocation.

VAl

Table 5.2 Case studies of’ projects by Scottish local authorities linked to CCAP guidance.

Project Overview

Funding

This project aims to evaluate possible adaptation approaches to address coastal
erosion at Inverlussa on the Isle of Jura. The feasibility stage will consider a
range of short and long-term adaptation options. These include:

Inverlussa Seafront
Protection

June 2025 - June
2027

£50,000 Argyll and
Bute Council

> the use of soft engineering materials to shore up the at-risk section of road,
to maintain safe access and protect assets in their current position.

> An alternative approach is to realign the road out of harm’s way of today’s
risks and growing future risks.

An options appraisal will explore costs and benefits of these and other

approaches but will also help the community understand the options and ensure

their voices are heard. Argyll & Bute Council aims to ensure what is proposed is

effective, socially acceptable and environmentally sustainable.

Access
Improvements at
Stevenston Beach

April 2025 - March
2026

£60,000 North
Ayrshire Council

This project aims to bring benefits to the area by (1) supporting wider
community uses, (2) reducing the impact of pedestrian movements on more
sensitive places, and (3) supporting wider discussions and decisions about
community aspirations and coastal change adaptation actions. How it is still
possible to support community uses behind the dunes and the health of the
dune system even when it is not possible or desirable to ‘hold the existing line’.
‘When completed, the improved path together with community engagement and
awareness raising 1s expected to help relieve erosion pressure in other areas of
the dunes, which will help to secure the conditions for wider adaptation
planning.

Berwickshire
CCAP: Coastal
Path

June 2023 - March
2024

The case study aims to better understand how the Berwickshire coastal path can
be adapted from its current position based on future climate change. Areas of
the cliff have been and will continue to be affected by coastal erosion in the
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Timeline & .
Fundi Overview
£47,000 Scottish future. They are developing an understanding of the area to allow them to review

Borders Council

the usage of the path, potential future options and consultation with landowners.

Nairn: Dune
resilience and
adaptation

April 2023 - March
2024

£83,000 The
Highland Council

The project used historic satellite imagery, current digital drone surveys and on
the ground assessments to develop a Coastal Resilience Index tool. Nairn Fast
Beach Erosion risk is high at Nairn Fast Beach: adaptation pathways now
consider future relocation of properties or roads, though no relocations have yet
occurred.

Relic Defences
and Adaptation:
Golspie

April 2024 - March
2025

£49,000 The
Highland Council

Through two case studies at Golspie and Nairn, the project aims to better
understand: What constitutes a relic defence?; How can a pathway approach can
be used to manage risk over time?; How can early community involvement
influence decision making and enable alternative solutions/funding
opportunities?

Review of CCA projects

The Naylor et al. (2024) report Planning for coastal change adaptation in Scotland” presents results from
a survey, interviews and focus group discussions with local authorities on implementing CCA projects.
Specifically, the study investigated:

>
?
>

Awareness among local authority practitioners of risks from coastal erosion and sea

level rise.

How local authority have used CCA funding both through direct allocation and case

study monies.

The different barriers to planning for coastal change adaptation that have emerged.

The research found that while “awareness of climate change-enhanced coastal hazards was high, the
progress on spending CCA funds was slow” and the majority of local authorities were at “an early stage of’
the adaptation planning process” (p.2). The CCA funds have been mostly used to collect evidence,
manage ongoing coastal risks, and support initial community and stakeholder engagement work.

Following principles set out by the Scottish Government in its CCAP guidance it is
recommended that all levels and sectors of government and businesses with land responsibilities
for any people, assets or land near the coast, such as railway assets, port authorities or historical
sites, support LAs in developing coastal change adaptation plans (CCAPs) and implementing
actions (e.g. imiting development in places of anticipated enhanced risk, building resilience and
planning for dynamic adaptive pathways approach). This multi-level governance approach is
needed to help reduce harms to people, assets and infrastructure from expected mcreased
landward migration of the shore, and erosion enhanced flooding as climate change risk factors

such as sea level rise accelerate.

- Naylor et al. 2024, 8

A number of enablers and barriers emerged from the practitioner consultation published in Naylor et al.
(2024) as either helping or inhibiting the CCA process. The enablers include (1) local authorities having
access to coastal risk datasets, (i1) bespoke Scottish Government guidance on CCA and the use of these
data sets, and (1) flexible funding programmes. The barriers include (iv) staff resourcing and expertise,
(v) knowledge gaps to understand the new policies, (vi) integrating CCA into already complex policy and
governance arrangements for managing the coastal zone (erosion, flooding, biodiversity, climate change,
land use planning), and (vii) lack of certainty on longer-term funding to implement and sustain all aspects
of CCAPs. Identifying these potential obstacles 1s allowing the Scottish government to act on removing
obstacles, e.g., increase staff capacity by recruiting technical specialists.

Coastal Change Adaptation Plan (CCAP)
Guidance
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The CCAP Guidance for Scotland is a set of guidelines developed to help local authorities create plans
for managing coastal areas in the face of climate change. It supports local authorities in adapting to
mmpacts like sea level rise and erosion, building on the work of projects like the Dynamic Coast project
and mvolving collaboration with organizations such as NatureScot (www.nature.scot) and Scottish
Environmental Protection Agency (www.sepa.org.uk). The guidance encourages long-term, resilient
planning for coastal communities, businesses, and natural assets by going beyond traditional shoreline
management by focusing on adaptation actions. Moreso, it provides a clear steer towards incorporating
retreat or relocation (often termed “land-based adaptation” or “making space for the coast”) into coastal
planning. It recognises that traditional protection (engineering) may not be sustainable under accelerating
sea level rise and increased erosion, and that adaptation will increasingly involve land-based responses
imcluding retreat of assets or infrastructure away from high risk zones. Planned relocation is not just a
coastal engineering matter, rather the CCAP Guidance highlights that it must connect to land-use
planning (e.g., local development plans), infrastructure/asset management (e.g., roads, rail, utilities) and
adaptation across sectors. Importantly, the guidance 1s supported by projects like Dynamic Coast, which
provides data and tools for coastal change assessments. The guidance aligns with the broader climate
change adaptation goals outlined in the Scottish National Adaptation Plan (SNAP3) (The Scottish
Government 2024). The CCAP treats relocation as a planned, proactive adaptation pathway, not a last
resort. Landward adaptation is viewed as essential to maintain coastal resilience as rapidly rising sea levels
render coastal defences unsustainable. Adaptation (or accommodation) space must be safeguarded within
new plans to accommodate future retreat of both natural systems and built assets. This can be done by
itegrating CCAPs with Local Development Plans and with community engagement from the outset. It is
also recommended that Coastal Change Management Areas are defined and adopted into Local
Development Plans. The Dynamic Adaptive Pathways model is identified as a useful structure for
deciding when to transition from defence to retreat based on evidence and trigger thresholds. This 1s
especially important to challenge local authority decisions to maintain and/or upgrade coastal defence ad
mifinitum. In some select cases, the CCAP guidance recommends that alternative approaches should be
considered using the Dynamic Adaptive Pathways framework to encourage relocating assets.

The Guidance describes the ‘Coastal Change Adaption Plan Process’ as a two-stage process:

Stage 1 1s “The Policy Approach’ that broadly follows the SMP guidance in that plans should be driven by
coastal processes and the interconnected nature of coastal communities and not by Local Authority or
other administrative boundaries. This stage also encourages the local authority to extend the remit to the
‘hinterland’ emphasizing that coastal management issues are, in many cases such as planned relocation,
broader land or catchment-scale issues. Interestingly, the policy option of ‘planned relocation’ or
‘managed retreat’ does not appear anywhere. Rather relocation occurs under (1) ‘slow erosion’ which
refers to the introduction of non-permanent/ short term measures to slow down but not stop erosion (e.g.,
with an aim to buy time for other response plans, including relocation) or (1) ‘set back defence’ or (ii1)
‘remove defences’, referring to the removal or breaching of the current line of defence with the intent to
move back to a realigned location.

Stage 2 1s “The Adaptation Plan’ part of the CCAP and encourages local authorities towards early uptake
of a wide range of coastal adaptation approaches starting with identifying the policy to be adopted in the
short term (managing current risks) and the longer term (most sustainable position), and to highlight what
changes may be needed to transition between the two. Table 5.3 presents the list of triggers within the
guidance document that should be considered in any Ireland-equivalent policy. The CCAPs are required
to be integrated with wider Local Authority adaptation planning in Scotland.

Table 5.3 Examples ol common trigger points. Source: CCAP Guidance Report, Table 3, p.2J.

Trigger description Detailed example

Proximity of coast to asset Mean High Water Springs is < 20 m from house

Proximity of coast to asset Vegetation edge is < 15 m from road

Flood Risk probability/frequency Probability of over wash flooding is > 10% Annual Exceedance
Probability

Defence structure deterioration Inspection reveals failure of necessary protection level, 1.e. 10%

Annual Exceedance Probability

Occurrence of Erosion / Flood event | Storm impacts defence structure and structure is undermined, or
over-wash occurs leading to considerable damage to property or
other assets
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Themes (or challenges) relevant to planned relocation were identified and recommendation provided in
the guidance document (Table 5.4; note: these themes are not explicitly listed in the Scottish guidance
document but are presented for the purposes of informing Ireland-equivalent policy).

Table 5.4 Guidance on planned relocation in the CCAPs. Text in Guidance section extracted from CCAP Guidance Report.

Guidance

“Increases in coastal change... demand that land-use considerations
inland of a narrowly defined ‘shoreline’ be included.... This strategic
approach acknowledges that coastal retreat resulting from no actions
being taken endangers existing and future coastal land uses. Active
coastal management is often required to sustain the overarching goal
of maintaining the assets and functions within a wider coastal zone,
including its hinterland.” (p.71)

Policy implication

Broaden CCAP scope to
include hinterland; plan at the
scale of the entire coastal
zone, not just the immediate
shore.

“...where ongoing coastal protection is deemed not feasible, the only
viable option may be adaptation by relocating infrastructure and
assets out of harm’s way. This can be made possible by defining a
Coastal Change Management Area (CCMA) where accommodation
space is secured to ensure that planning at decadal or century scales
can consider the landward relocation of ‘at risk” assets. It is important
to identify vulnerable areas where future development should be
avolded, and to safeguard natural coastal features that protect our
coast (e.g., beaches, sand dunes, saltmarsh, seagrass beds and kelp
forests).” (p.23)

Embed relocation planning
within local development
strategies; identify alternative
sites for vulnerable assets;
identify and protect
‘accommodation’ spaces to
adapt.

“...natural features such as dunes, beaches and saltmarshes already
provide substantial flood and erosion benefits. Protecting, enhancing
and restoring these features are relatively low-cost ways to build
resilience against current and future flooding and erosion risks... It is
important that CCAPs emulate this where possible by identifying
adaptation space for these natural features to further migrate inland
in the future, and additional space for displaced assets to be
relocated.” (p.8)

It is important to identify vulnerable areas where future development
should be avoided, and to safeguard natural coastal features that
protect our coast (e.g., beaches, sand dunes, saltmarsh, seagrass beds
and kelp forests).” (p.23)

Designate adaptation space
inland to accommodate the
landward shift of dunes,
saltmarshes, and beaches;
integrate this into
development and
conservation policy.

Combine nature-based
adaptation with
social/infrastructure
relocation planning; safeguard
corridors for future retreat.

“Significant adaptive actions will be needed not only where there is a
policy change over time i.e. moving from Hold the Existing Line to
Managed Retreat but also in many cases where the policy is
unchanged. For example, continuing to Hold the Existing Line by
maintaining and replacing existing defences may result in a significant
increase in flood risk to those properties due to sea level rise. Whilst
adaptive actions may include increasing resilience of buildings and
communities to more frequent flooding, relocation of frequently
flooded assets may also be required.” (p.18)

“Stage 1 aims to identify the initial strategic trigger points that would
be associated with a change in policy. For example, a seawall failing /
reaching the end of its practical life might signify a requirement to
move to a different policy.” (p.19)

“Temporary intervention to hold the existing line...”allowing non-
permanent / short-term measures that temporarily reduce flood or
erosion risk (e.g., with an aim to buy time for other response plans,
including relocation).” (p.20)

Recognise planned relocation
as a valid strategic shift when
defending homes and/or
infrastructure becomes
unsustainable.

Identify and monitor trigger
points that initiate new
actions.

“The purpose of communication and engagement within this process
is to deliver a strong, effective and community supported change
process that allows all stakeholders to plan and prepare themselves
for the changes coming and ensure that all voices can participate in a
conversation embracing solutions based on local knowledge.
Effective stakeholder participation and engagement require adequate
resources and specialist skills within CCAP project teams.” (p.55)

Provide a space for
stakeholders to participate in
planning decisions over time
- especially if policy changes
occur. Value local knowledge.

Prepare communities for
gradual withdrawal.
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Guidance Policy implication
“Undertake community consultations on resilience and adaptation Use a climate adaptation
options within Dynamic Adaptive Pathways. The earlier this can start | framework to engage
the better to include local views and concerns.” (p.49) communities.

“...an agreement should be reached on how to maintain and update
the Plan with a preference for having frequent updates to keep the
plan itself and the Policy Plan current.”

“Planning authorities must consider coastal change and risk and
address these 1ssues n their Local Development Plans. Whilst
strategic plans to address erosion and flood risk are not statutory,
major benefits can be gained by adopting a long-term strategic

approach to coastal flood and erosion management. They can also Use CCMAs in Local
inform the process of preparing development plans via the land use Development Plans to flag
planning process. Coastal adaptation also links into the Flood Risk where relocation is expected.

Management Plan process which is a statutory requirement” (p.10)

“It 1s recommended that Coastal Change Management Areas are
defined and adopted into Local Development Plans.” (p.18)

s4 Key Messages from Scotland

Box 4. These key messages highlight Scottish recommendations with relevance to Ireland.

. Scotland has not yet carried out large-scale residential property retreat, but
infrastructure and public asset relocation is already occurring in several areas. Scotland
1s adopting a new approach to coastal management in response to long-term coastal
erosion risks. This shift is supported by initiatives such as the Coastal Change
Adaptation Plan (CCAP) guidance (2023), the Coastal Change Adaptation Fund
(CCAF), and Dynamic Coast research and resources.

2. Planned relocation is not just a coastal engineering matter, rather the CCAP Guidance
highlights that it must connect to land-use planning (e.g., local development plans),
infrastructure/asset management (e.g., roads, rail, utilities) and adaptation across
sectors.

3. In 2022, the Scottish Government introduced substantial Coastal Change Adaptation
(CCA) funding for local authorities, to help with planning to mitigate the impacts of
climate hazards on coastal communities. A total of £6.7M (c.€7.62M) to date has
been released through two funding routes: (i) using a direct allocation model, with
monies paid directly to a local authority and not subject to ringfencing; and (u1) through
case study applications, with monies paid directly to a LA for a specific activity or set
of activities. A further £5M (c.€5.69M) in CCA funding will be distributed in 2025-26.

. A key intended outcome of the CCA funding is that local authorities develop

CCAPs. The Scottish government 1s supporting local authorities to develop their

CCAPs by publishing a detailed CCAP Guidance (61pp) in February 2023. The

CCAP Guidance 1dentifies 14 potential triggers that can mitiate a change of coastal

change management policy, e.g., from a Hold the Existing Line to Managed

Realignment or No Active Intervention.

The CCAP guidance treats relocation as a planned, proactive adaptation pathway, not

a last resort. The CCAP guidance highlights the need to identify 'adaptation space' to

ensure that planning at decadal or century scales can consider the landward relocation

of ‘at risk’ assets.

0.  The CCAP guidance highlights the value of community engagement ‘early and often’ -
especially if coastal protection policies shift over time (e.g., from intervention to
planned relocation); communication is necessary to prepare communities for a
gradual withdrawal from the shoreline and/or to co-design solutions based on local

o
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knowledge. Community consultations on resilience and adaptation options occur can
occur within a Dynamic Adaptive Pathways framework.

Local authorities in Scotland require bespoke guidance, technical expertise and
guaranteed longer-term funding to implement and sustain coastal change adaptation
policies, including planned relocation.

“Dynamic Coast - Scotland’s National Coastal Change Assessment” 1s the Scottish
government’s main evidence base for understanding and managing coastal change and
including climate change. The evidence gathered under the Dynamic Coast
programme 1s providing support for allocating substantially larger-scale funding toward
coastal change research and related actions.

The Naylor et al. (2024) report 'Planning for coastal change adaptation in Scotland”
presents results from a survey, interviews and focus group discussions with local
authorities on implementing CCA projects. A number of enablers and barriers
emerged from the practitioner consultation as either helping or inhibiting the CCA
process. The enablers include (1) local authorities having access to coastal risk datasets,
(11) bespoke Scottish Government guidance on CCA and the use of these data sets,
and (i) flexible funding programmes. The barriers include (iv) staff resourcing and
expertise, (v) knowledge gaps to understand the new policies, (vi) integrating CCA into
already complex policy and governance arrangements for managing the coastal zone
(erosion, flooding, biodiversity, climate change, land use planning), and (vi1) lack of
certainty on longer-term funding to implement and sustain all aspects of CCAPs.
Identifying these potential obstacles 1s allowing the Scottish government to act on
removing obstacles, e.g., increase staff capacity by recruiting technical specialists.

Coastal Change Adaptation Plan Guidance. 2023. Report by Scottish Government on
Coastal Change Adaptation Plan Guidance, 61pp. https://adaptation.scot/take-
action/coastal-change-adaptation-plan-guidance/.

Horton, Bruce, Larissa Naylor, Freya Muir, Jim Hansom, Matthew McCann, Michelle
Fraser and Roisin Leach. 2022. Granton Coastal Park: a high-level climate adaptation
and environmental cost benefit assessment. Environmental Policy Consulting and

University of Glasgow, 37pp. DOI: 10.36399/gla.pubs.275216.

McKibbon, Des. 2016. Legislative and policy response to the risk of coastal erosion and
flooding in the UK and Ireland. Research and Information Service Research Paper.
Report to Northern Ireland Assembly, 19pp.

Naylor, Larissa, David Edwards, Isabel Cotton, Deborah Dixon, Alice Lacsny, Kat

Fradera, Martin Hurst and Craig MacDonell. 2024. Coastal change adaptation-are we
prepared? Climate X Change. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.7488/era/5741.

Rennie Alistair, Jim Hansom, Martin Hurst, Freya Muir, Larissa Naylor, Ria Dunkley
and Craig MacDonell. 2021. Dynamic Coast Research Summary, 3pp.
https://www.crew.ac.uk/sites/www.crew.ac.uk/files/publication/CREW_DC2_Research_S
ummary_FINAL%2Blink_0.pdf
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CASE STUDY 3 - ENGLAND AND WALES

England & Wales context for planned
relocation

English and Wales have coastlines which exhibit similar coastal characteristics to those of Ireland and
Scotland and are subject to comparable environmental challenges and social and economic conditions,
influencing coastal management issues. The new National Coastal Erosion Risk Map (NCERM) shows
that 3,500 properties are in areas at risk of coastal erosion in the period up to the mid-century (2055),
which increases to 10,100 properties by late-century (2105) (Environmental Agency 2024). If the SMP’s
are not delivered and no future investment 1s made to manage coastal erosion, the numbers of properties
In areas at risk increase nine-fold by mid-century, reaching up to 32,800 properties (Environmental
Agency 2024). McKibbon (2016) states ¢.30% (1,275km) of English coastlines (total 4,273km) are eroding
with 1,947km (c.46%) protected by defence works or artificial nourishments. Similarly, ¢.23% (346km) of
Welsh coastlines (total 1,498km) are eroding with a total of 415km (c.28%) protected. The Mehigan,
Lahoud and Jacoby (2024) report, Designing Managed Retreat: Coastal Communities in the Green
Transition’ states that 8,900 properties in England are classified as immediately at risk of being lost to
coastal erosion and 520,000 properties are presently vulnerable to damage from coastal flooding and sea
level rise. The Committee on Climate Change, an independent body that advises the UK Government on
climate risks and opportunities states found that over 100,000 properties may be at risk from coastal
erosion and up to 1.5 million properties may be at risk of coastal flooding along England’s 6000km of
open coastline by the end of the century (Committee on Climate Change 2018). Further, a sea level rise
of just 0.5m 1s estimated to make 20% of England’s coastal defences vulnerable to failure during extreme
storm events. It 1s estimated that without adequate management interventions, the number of vulnerable
properties could increase to approximately 28,500 in the next fifty years. Part of the long-term strategy
relies on managed realignment of 109% of the coastline by 2023, rising to nearly 15% by 2060 (section
7.2.1). The implementation of these plans, developed by local authorities in partnership with the
Environment Agency and community groups, would involve breaching or removing some flood and
erosion defences.

Shoreline Management Plans

Note. A detailed description of SMP’s is provided because it is recommended that the Government of
Ireland would benefit from establishing a similar scientific and transparent nationwide approach to short-
and long-term coastal planning, especially to facilitate implementing co-designed planned relocation
projects with communities.

SMPs have been the leading strategy for managing flood and erosion risk for coastlines England and
Wales to achieve the ambitions of the National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management (FCIEERM)
Strategy. Local authorities and the Environment Agency have led the development of these plans,
working together in regional Coastal Groups. Three generations of SMPs have been published (1995-
1997; 2006-2010; 2020’s ‘refresh’ review) and have evolved considerably in this time, by transforming
coastal management governance from a reactive, engineering-focused, administratively based approach, to
a risk-based, technically informed one, which embeds key principles of long-term climate adaptation
(Stojanovic 2025). They were developed by national Coastal Groups, comprised of members from local
authorities and the Environment Agency in England and Wales. The UK coastline is divided up into 29
cells/sub cells (units of discrete sand-sized sediment circulation) and over 2500 smaller policy units, such
as coastal embayments, with an average length of 3 km (ranging from ¢.0.01 to 10 km) (Stojanovic 2025).
The SMPs are designed to identify the best strategies to manage coastal flood and erosion risk to people
and the developed, historic and natural environment over the short, medium and long term (or epochs:
short term: 0-20 years; medium term: 20-50 years; long term: 50-100 years).

The first epoch period ends in 2025; the next epoch runs to 2055. SMP’s identify the combination of

policies that’s likely to be practical and acceptable over the next 100 years. On the same coastal unit,
different policies can apply over the three epochs considered. The SMP guidance sets out the following
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four policy options: Hold the line (HTL); Advance the line (ATL); Managed realignment (MR; note: this
option includes planned relocation); and No active intervention (NAI) (Figure 6.1).

[Definition] Managed Realignment is generally applied to non-built-up previously reclarmed
agricultural land and to eroding coastal cliffs. Managed realignment involves either (1) removing
or deliberately breaching flood defences to allow flooding up to higher ground or a new defence
Iine, or (1) realignment of coastal cliff frontages to allow clift erosion up to a new defence line.
Managed realignment partially or fully reinstates natural processes of inundation, erosion and
accretion. It may involve building new defences, set back on the landward side of the original
defences.

It is noteworthy that the early SMPs had managed retreat as a preferred policy option. However, this
option was subsequently subsumed with managed realignment in later SMPs (Rupp-Armstrong and
Nicholls 2007). It was argued that this change was not just semantic, because realignment emphasizes
controlled movement of the shoreline (landward or seaward) through active, managed intervention (e.g.,
setting back defences, creating habitat) rather than simply “abandoning” the coast. The policy is more
politically appealing and easier to justify socially, economically, and environmentally. More up to date
policy designations show that ¢.53% of England’s coast is designated as Hold the line policy, with 17% of
the coast moving to “managed realignment” in the medium term (20 to 50 years) (Climate Change
Committee 2023). Research published in 2022 suggests that, under a 2°C warming scenario, climate
pressures could push as much as 33% of current policies toward Managed realignment (Sayers et al.

2022).

Preferred policy
Advance the line
Hold the line

Managed retreat

Mo active intervention

Source: Figure 5.4 in Climate Change
Committee 2013, 102. This figure is for
illustrative purposes. Updated data may
be available.

Figure 0.1. Preferred policy options in Shoreline Management Plans for the first epoch (2010-2030) in England and Wales

SMP’s are periodically reviewed to account for new climate data, erosion rates, socio-economic
considerations and the need to align with changing national climate adaptation strategies. Broadly, the
early phase (late 1990s - early 2000s) of the SMP1’s was developed in response to rising awareness of
coastal flooding and erosion risks and were focused primarily on flood defence and protecting property.
This reactive approach emphasized hard defences (sea walls, revetments) and “Hold the Line” policies in
most areas. The second phase (SMP2) marked a major shift in philosophy, as strategies adopted a much
more long-term (50-100 years) framework for coastal management by integrating climate change
projections, including sea level rise and increased storminess. During this time the term managed
realignment replaced the term managed retreat used in SMP1. Managed realignment and no active
intervention were viewed as viable policy options, recognizing that some areas could not be sustainably
defended. The SMP’s are working documents and change as new technical and scientific information
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emerge and the need to align with changing national climate adaptation strategies, including the National
FCERM and UK Climate Change Risk Assessment. The most recent SMP refresh stage is essentially a
strategic update of existing SMP’s to reflect new data but is critical to local planning and funding
decisions. It allows coastal managers to adjust policies proactively, including implementing or expanding
managed retreat and relocation strategies where appropriate and where funding is available. Ultimately,
coastal planned relocations are devolved to local level government (District Councils) who are the Coast
Protection Authorities and rely on the Environmental Agency and other government agencies for
funding.

The Environment Agency provides an interactive mapping tool enabling the public to explore coastal
erosion management approaches in their locality as set out in the SMPs. The SMP for each coastal unit 1s
freely available to view on “Find a Shoreline Management Plan” website hosted by the UK Department
for Environment Food & Rural Affairs (DEFRA) (environment.data.gov.uk/shoreline-planning). Each
location can be viewed to see the most sustainable approach for managing the risk from coastal flooding
and erosion over the short (0 to 20 years), medium (20 to 50 years) and long (50 to 100) term. Two
examples shown in Figure 6.2. This approach can inform Ireland-equivalent initiatives that focus on
developing CCMPs. The CCMP information should be freely available and easily accessible to the public
through an open-access online platform at an appropriate scale (granular data of parcel boundaries), as
this transparency is critical to support inclusive, evidence-based, and participatory decision-making
processes. However, insurers could potentially also use this information as a basis for refusing cover. This
requires further consideration.

Bacton, Walcott and Ostend 6.11 Ostend to Eccles 6.12

6.10

Policy: Policy:

HL1. Hold the line (Maintain/replace) MR6. Managed realignment (Local activity only)
Where protection is currently provided by coastal defence structures or ~ Where the overall intention is for a natural shoreline, not to
managed beaches, and the intention is to retain a defence along  encourage new defences. In some areas, where specified in the
approximately the current alignment. This will involve replacing defences  Shoreline Management Plan, works to repair or construct short
when needed. Defence type, method and standard of protection may be  stretches of defence to provide localised protection may be
modified over time. considered.

Figure 0.2 . Shoreline management plans for 2025-2055 for two SMP coastal units (0.11 and 0.12) from the “Find a Shoreline
Management Plan” DEFRA website (environment.data.gov.uk/shoreline-planning).

The SMP’s propose setting back nearly 10% of the coastline by 2030, rising to nearly 15% by 2060 (Table
6.1). Achieving this goal would mvolve realigning about 30 km of coastline annually to 2030, creating
6,200 hectares of new coastal habitat by 2030 and 11,500 hectares by 2060. This would reduce the length
of defended coastline from ¢.549% today to ¢.47% in 2030 and c¢.41% by 2060.
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Table 0.1 Summary ol Shoreline Management Plans goals. Source: Commuittee on Climate Change (2018), Table 5.1, p.101.

Policy options Current state of SMPs preferred policy

the coastline

0-20 years 20-50 years 50-100 years

% of the English coastline, in km
Hold the Line 54% 47% 41% 39%
No Active 43% 43% 449% 449%
Intervention
Managed 2% 9% 14% 16%
realignment

For perspective, only 1% of the coastline has been realigned from 1990 to 2013 which is about five times
slower than the rate needed to meet the 10% plan of coastal authorities for realignment by 2030 (viz. work
of John Pethick in Essex and Norfolk). There is no evidence of a detailed implementation programme to
deliver the SMP targets. Most realignment would occur along the Southern, East, and North western
coasts; with some authorities (mainly on the East Coast) planning to realign up to one-third of their
shoreline. These plans are concentrated in low-population, agricultural areas, and analysis indicates that
the 2030 habitat target can be achieved without any property loss (Committee on Climate Change 2018).

Coastal Change Management Areas

The designation of Coastal Change Management Area’s (CCMAS) 1s a critical part of coastal management
in the England and Wales. These are high risk areas identified within Local Development Plans likely to
be affected significantly during the next 100 years by physical changes to the coastline through erosion,
landslides, permanent inundation or accretion. Importantly, local planning authorities are required to
identify CCMAs within their jurisdiction as part of the UK’s National Planning Policy Framework (first
published i 2012). This framework clearly sets out the requirements of planning processes to account
for coastal change and making provisions for the relocation of development and infrastructure from
CCMA:s to safer locations:

“..adentify as a Coastal Change Management Area any area likely to be affected by physical
changes to the coast, and: a) be clear as to what development will be appropriate in such areas
and m what circumstances; and b) make provision for development and mfrastructure that needs
to be relocated away from any Coastal Change Management Areas.”

In theory, the CCMAs should inform local planning and management decisions but in practice often lack
proper implementation due to inconsistency in their use, lack of confidence in data and methods used to
map CCMAs, lack of in-house expertise or lack of guidance (Kirby et al. 2021). The CCMAs are still
critically important in many regions to identify where coastal adaptation projects can be carried out to
address knowledge gaps for available guidance of ‘transformational change’ through realignment or
relocation. The Climate Change Committee (2021) report ‘Progress in adapting to climate change’ to the
UK Parliament states:

> The Government does not currently offer direct compensation for individual
properties at risk from coastal change, and losses are generally uninsurable.

> The irreversibility of properties lost to coastal erosion means the potential risk impact
for affected households is extreme, particularly as losses are uninsurable.

> The absence of a national dataset of properties lost to coastal erosion or tracking of
SMP policy implementation mean it is not possible to monitor progress in managing
coastal erosion risk.

> Ttis vital that the Government allocates resources to the collection of these baseline
data if the change in exposure or the viability of the coastal local plans that use the
SMPs as their evidence base is to be assessed.
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It 1s valuable to elaborate on the context and reasoning behind these points as it can inform equivalent
policy approached in Ireland. DEFRAs (2015) policy statement on flooding and coastal change clearly
states that there can be no right to compensation for damage from flooding or coastal erosion because
defences are provided under permissive powers not duties. In UK law, permissive powers are legal
powers that allow a local authority to do something, but do not require them to do it. Further, coastal
erosion and flooding are viewed as natural processes and, as such, they cannot be fully prevented or
controlled (DEFRA 2024). They are different to discrete, insurable events (accidents, fires etc.). If the
Government compensated property owners directly, it could incentivise construction or continued
occupancy in places known to be unsustainable. This moral hazard could create a cycle of development
where risk is effectively subsidised and initiate political pressure to defend areas that that are not fiscally
sound or financially sustainable. Defending the thousands of kilometres of coastline, much of which 1s
much 1s low-lying or erosion-prone, would require billions in public spending which is financially
unrealistic. The Governments prioritise defending populated or economically critical areas, where
defences provide high value for money. The planning system and environmental risk maps in England
and Wales are designed to ensure that owners or buyers are aware of coastal risks (DEFRA and
Environmental Agency 2009). The Government’s stance is that private property owners assume some
responsibility for location-based risks and the Government role is to manage risk strategically, not to
underwrite individual financial losses (Committee on Climate Change 2018). This aligns with broader UK
policy where the Government does not compensate for other foreseeable natural-hazard risks tied to
property location. Finally, home insurance generally covers discrete events (storms, fires), not gradual or
mevitable land loss from chronic erosion. This reinforces the Government rationale that compensation
would effectively replace an insurance function that private markets won’t take on because the risk 1s
certain, not random. Based on these rationale, coastal change policy in England and Wales focuses on
community-level adaptation, risk management, and selective coastal defence where it offers the strongest
public benefit.

These stark findings are the focus of nationally funded programmes like Coastal Change Pathfinder
Programme (2009-2011), the Coastal Transition Accelerator Programme (CTAP) (live) and Resilient
Coast (live) to support community level adaptation, managed retreat, and innovative approaches to coastal
change. The following sections describes the first two programmes with a focus on actions linked to
managed retreat.

The Coastal Change Pathfinder Programme (CCPP) was launched by the UK Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) in 2009 as a national pilot initiative to help coastal
communities in England adapt to erosion and climate change-driven managed retreat. It provided funding
to 15 local authorities to test new approaches to living with a changing coastline, beyond relying on hard
coastal defences. These comprised five large projects (Fast Riding County Council, £1.2M); North
Norfolk District Council, £3M; Scarborough Borough Council, £1M; Tendring District Council, £1M;
and Waveney District Council, £1.53M) and ten smaller projects (total budget £3.1M).

Note: By converting the funding streams to euros and accounting for inflation to 2025 (approximately,
based on Consumer Price Index calculator), highlights the significant investment required to replicate this
programme in Ireland: average funding was ¢.€2.3M for large projects and €0.46M for small projects.

It was the UK’s first major policy experiment in managed coastal retreat/realignment, demonstrating how
national and local authorities can collaboratively manage unavoidable coastal erosion through community-
led adaptation, relocation, and long-term resilience planning. Broadly, the CCPP projects tested
novative approaches for:

Voluntary property relocation and compensation schemes, e.g., enabling households to
move from at-risk coastal zones with financial support.

Community engagement and planning to build local awareness and understanding of
coastal risks and acceptance of retreat strategies.

Temporary land use and adaptive planning to promote flexible land uses in and near
areas likely to be impacted by erosion within all the SMP timeframes.

Communication and governance models to improve vertical coordination between
national and local government on long-term coastal adaptation by encouraging co-
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design between local authorities, communities, and national agencies (notably the
Environment Agency and DEFRA).

The DEFRA (2015) report ‘Adapting to Coastal Erosion Evaluation of rollback and leaseback schemes
Coastal Change Pathfinder projects’is a detailed evaluation of the Pathfinder programme. Rollback is
defined as the relocation/replacement of at risk property and infrastructure to areas inland away from the
eroding coasthine. Leaseback (or buy to leaseback) is defined as the process of purchasing an at-risk
property and leasing it out for the remainder of its economic life. The lessons learned from the projects
informed national coastal adaptation policy, influencing subsequent updates to SMPs (SMP2; produced
between 2007and 2011) and DEFRA’s National FCERM Strategy (2020). Two excellent examples of the
impact of the CCCP are in East Riding (£1.2M, 2010-2012) where financial assistance was given to 36
households, 16 relocations, 43 property demolitions, and several adaptation projects and North Norfolk
where the scheme purchased, replaced and demolished properties most at risk, relocated a car park and
re-provisioned public toilets and beach ramp access, improving the visitor experience to the Happisburgh
coast (Box b). For context, it is estimated that 34 homes have been lost to coastal erosion 1n the last 20
years in Happisburgh (Burnett et al. 2023). The North Norfolk Pathfinder remains the UK’s only major
attempt to relocate multiple residents inland. However, funding and planning constraints prevented on-
site relocation, causing both tangible and intangible losses to the community, including the departure of
residents and their social and economic contributions. The experiences reported here (Box 5) are not
unique to England with precedence also reported in other countries.
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Box 5. Rollback process in Happisburgh, North Norfolk: houses and caravan park

House Purchases. North Norfolk District Council purchased nine (subsequently moved to 11) residential properties in
Happisburgh (red box in Figure 6.3), all of which were predicted to be lost to coastal erosion within a twenty year period from
the date of the project. Once the owners and occupiers of those properties had agreed the sale and made suitable arrangements
they moved out, leaving the Council in vacant possession. Owners of the homes were compensated by the council based on
projected future rental income, the rollback opportunity, and a disturbance payment, totalling approximately £700,000 which
was ¢.45% of Norfolk’s average property prices at the time (Sherren et al. 2019; Mehigan, Lahoud and Jacoby 2024). The
owners of the properties were involved in establishing the principles of the scheme as well as engaging in the negotiations on the
final offer price. Neighbours and other interested parties in the local community fed into the process and were involved
throughout its implementation.

May 2011

% . o " e £
Figure 0.3 Location of residential properties and caravan park moved in North Norlolk. Map data: Go
© 2025.

ogle, Maxar Technologies

Demolish. Some of the properties were perilously close to the cliff edge and this, coupled with the desire not to prolong the
appearance of dereliction, prompted the Council to move quickly to demolish. This led to the decision to demolish prior to the
grant of consent for the replacement properties. Asbestos surveys and ecological evaluations were conducted on the properties
and the results influenced the methods and timing of demolition. A ‘prior notification of proposed demolition’ was submitted
and advertised on site. This was unchallenged and the demolition was therefore permitted. A ‘Coastal Erosion Assistance Grant’
of £6,000 per property was claimed from the DEFRA to assist with the demolition and remediation costs. Demolition and
landscaping contracts were awarded accordingly (following a tendering process). Following demolition the site was landscaped
and made available for informal recreational access. The complicated process of demolition was completed without incident
and materials were recycled /salvaged where feasible

Communication. Final preparations were made (prior to demolition) with the media and local residents to ensure demolition
went smoothly and the emotional attachment of people to their former homes was respected.

Replacement Properties. A selection of possible sites and development options were identified (based on sites previously
considered for housing allocations). An appraisal of the available sites and development options was completed and a site which
was believed to be the most likely to be deliverable and appropriate was selected in Happisburgh. (A site could have been
sought elsewhere but it was considered important for Happisburgh’s future sustainability to make the investment in the village).
The chosen site was owned by a local farmer and so an agreement was made to undertake the venture jointly; the Council (as
owner of the properties to be replaced) bringing the opportunity to get planning permission and the landowner providing the
site. Not everyone took the offer.

Caravan Park. Compelling evidence was provided to confirm that the adopted Kelling to Lowestoft Ness SMP indicates that a
substantial part of the Manor Caravan Park (blue box in Figure 6.3) (comprising 134 static caravans, 60 touring caravan pitches
and camping area, and office/warden accommodation) would have been lost to erosion by 2025. The sea defences close to the
site had failed, or were failing, and there are no schemes to replace these. The new proposed site was located outside, but
adjacent to, the Happisburgh Conservation Area. Facilitating the relocation of the existing caravan site was identified as a specific
objective of the Pathfinder Project in relation to Happisburgh. Evidence was provided of the social and economic impact of the
existing caravan site on the local community. The details provided by the Pathfinder Project, which identifies the caravan site as
providing a ‘vital contribution’ to the local economy, added further weight to this finding. In addition, the local development
plan policies recognise the importance of tourism to the local economy and encourage the provision of a diverse range of
appropriate tourist accommodation within the locality. Consequently, it was found that the loss of the park would have a
considerable negative impact on the local economy, whereas its suitable relocation would enable it to continue to play a very
important role in supporting the vitality and vibrancy of this coastal community.
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Table 6.2 presents key findings from DEFRA’s (2015) Pathfinder evaluation report that are relevant for
Ireland and the design and implementation of planned relocation projects.

Table 0.2 What problems were encountered i the Pathfinder projects and did this effect success? Source: Text describing
experiences reported m CCPPs is extracted from DEFRA (2015), Section 4.2, pp. 40-49. The challenge categories are by the

Experiences reported from CCPP projects

Land parcels suitable for a relocation site need to be affordable, meet the needs of the community relocating
and be agreeable with the wider community. Negotiations with landowners can be difficult with some seeing
rollback as a chance to inflate land prices to development land market value. Finding an appropriate
alternative sites that are acceptable to both the owner and the community has been a fundamental constraint.
Difficulty in getting consensus between the residents and the council over the priorities for the suitability
criteria.

Lack of awareness or understanding of erosion and rollback often results in significant time being spent on
engagement and also contributes to other problems. It has the potential to stop a rollback scheme before it
has had a chance to start as residents need to know why they are being asked to relocate. Accepting that
(risk) land instability was a result of natural processes was difficult for many and led to an initial unwillingness
to accept that nothing could be done to stop the process.

Usually it was not possible for local authorities to fund the whole process of rollback and it is not UK
Government policy to compensate individuals for the loss of their property due to coastal erosion. This
means that property owners or communities need to fund part of the schemes themselves and in some cases
also manage rebuilds. If there is a lack of capital funds, schemes can slow down significantly or stop
completely. A significant issue was managing the expectations of the residents as to what support, particularly
financial, was available. Relocation projects stalled due to the difficulty and length of time required to raise
additional funds to enable completion.

One key aspect of successful rollback projects was having the right skills available (at the individual,
community and Local Authority level) to undertake tasks and the right project manager to encourage
positive community involvement and drive the scheme forward.

Encouraging community engagement in the process is essential for rollback schemes. Although engagement
had been overall a success in some locations, changes to the communication approach (from arranging
public meetings with specific start times to public drop-in sessions spanning several hours) were required to
ensure as many local views as possible were captured. One-to-one engagement was also found to be
particularly effective but required greater resource input. Council procurement rules in some districts meant
that engagement tasks were contracted to large multinational consultancies. The engagement was found to
have been inadequate and poorly timed and this may have contributed towards other problems such as
negative press. It was suggested that if a smaller local company had been awarded the contract, they would
have had a better understanding of the community issues and how to engage with that particular community.
Engagement was made challenging in one project as the committee spokesman (representing the Residents
Association tasked with leading the engagement) did not necessarily reflect the feelings of the entire
community and there was some fear of social exclusion amongst some residents who disagreed with the
committee.

Negative press can have a detrimental impact on projects, stirring up community anxiety and in some cases
leading to the spread of misinformation and community division. Negative press and misinformation added
to the challenging engagement environment and what some felt to be misguided resistance in one project.
Negative media coverage turned the wider community against the residents, with them being portrayed as
ungrateful. The reporting of properties being demolished added to residents’ distress, with the media
appearing to be capitalising on the residents’ misfortune.

The DEFRA (2015) report states that every Pathfinder project encountered difficulties that influenced its
outcomes to varying degrees, but most challenges could be addressed and overcome through sufficient
time, resources, and the application of appropriate skills at the individual, community, and Local
Authority levels. The factors most significantly affecting rollback success were typically outside the control
of local authorities, e.g., the demographic make-up of communities and their ability to take independent

Coastal Transition Accelerator Programme
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CTAP is a five year (2022-2027) £36M funded initiative aimed at assisting coastal communities to adapt
to the significant risks they are facing from coastal erosion and flooding. The national objectives of CTAP
are to: (1) develop strategic coastal transition plans; and (2) capture evidence, tools and learning; test and
demonstrate practical actions; share learning and transferability; and embed learning and approaches in
the National FCERM Strategy, investment decisions and local level policy. The programme is focusing
on areas where traditional coastal defences are no longer viable due to factors like economic constraints
and environmental considerations. While CTAP does not mandate relocation, it provides support for
communities considering relocation through infrastructure adaptation (assisting in the relocation or
modification of critical infrastructure, such as roads and utilities, to safer locations) and land repurposing
(encouraging the transformation of at-risk areas into spaces for nature-based solutions or temporary uses,
reducing the pressure on vulnerable zones). North Norfolk District Council and East Riding of Yorkshire
Council received substantial funds from CTAP to explore mnovative approaches of adapting to the
effects of coastal erosion. These two locations have the highest erosion rates in England (shoreline
recession ¢.4.5 m/yr in some locations) and contain ¢.84% of all the residential properties at risk to
erosion in the next twenty years. Table 6.3 provides a summary of the guidance offered by different
CTAP projects for coastal adaptation actions address issues of rollback (planned relocation). Similar to
the Pathfinder programme, the levels of compensation for property owners are not large.

A recent report on the impact of coastal erosion on communities in the UK concludes that learnings from
their pathfinder studies in pilot areas (see sections 6.3 and 6.4) should be rapidly scaled up to provide
financial assistance and relocation support for properties at risk from erosion and landslides nationwide.

When the CTAP pilot concludes in 2027, Defra should move away from a selective prloting
approach. In its response to this report, it should commit to establishing a longterm national strategy
that provides financial assistance and relocation support for properties at risk of coastal change. This
strategy should be in place no later than March 2027. As part of developing this national programme,
Defra should set out how lessons learned from the Pathfinder projects, the CTAP and the new
Coastal Adaptation Pilots will be mcorporated to the new scheme (House of Commons, 2026, 13).”

Table 0.3 CTAP projects approach to planned relocation (rollback).

Description

There is no approved process for compensating for the loss of private property or land caused by
coastal erosion or tidal flooding (coastal change). This applies throughout England, including in
those areas which are not defended or which are affected by managed realignment.

The East Riding Coastal Change Fund is a project which offers limited financial assistance and free
advice to residents affected by coastal erosion. Property owners and/or renters apply to qualify for a
Relocation Package or an Adaptation Package:

Relocation Package (funding for some or all of the following options):

1. Property demolition and site restoration (total cost).

2. Relocation (such as removal van hire or temporary storage of your belongings)
1,000 maximum).

3. Out-ofpocket expenses caused by your relocation to a new home (£200 maximum
hardship gran).

Adaptation Package (funding for one of the following options):

1. Rollback (out-ofpocket expenses caused by your decision to replace a threatened
coastal property with a new home inland. If you are granted planning permission for
rollback, you can consider claiming back the planning application fee and other costs
such as planning agent and architect fees. Unfortunately, funding will not be offered to
help you to buy land or to build new property).

2. Assistance grants (for adapting properties which are not at imminent risk from coastal
erosion, but which need to be adapted if they are to remain in residential use in the
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long-term. Examples imclude relocating septic tanks or access routes which are at risk
from erosion before the properties which they serve).

'Rollback’ refers to the relocation of property and infrastructure further inland from the eroding
coastline. CTAP assesses each application for rollback on its merits, using engineers' erosion
monitoring data to work out the level of risk to the existing property and the suitability of the
proposed rollback plot.

Coastwise North Description
Norfolk

Coastwise will not provide compensation for homes lost to erosion. This has been the position of
successive governments and is specifically stated as something the CTAP cannot provide. However,
financial support may be available to help a managed transition out of the coastal erosion risk area.

New funding and finance measures are essential to the programme, and Coastwise will explore this.

Coastwise will work with residents and businesses to prepare and plan for the long term. Some
immediate changes will support the long-term resilience of communities near the coast. These
actions may include:

1. “Rolling back’ property and facilities most likely to be affected by coastal erosion.

2. Improving and replacing damaged community facilities like beach access or coastal
transport links.

8. Replacing public or community-owned buildings in areas at risk with removable,
modular, or other building ideas.

Repurposing land in coastal erosion zones for diflerent uses, such as creating temporary car parks or
restoring natural habitats.

Actions may also include working with the finance and property sectors to explore funding methods
to help move communities away from fast-eroding areas. For example, schemes to encourage the
relocation of at-risk infrastructure for businesses and homeowners.

Future Coast Description
Dorset

‘Work with residents and businesses to prepare and plan for the long term. Actions will be taken
forward to improve community resilience. These actions may include: Improving beach access;
ground investigation, including cliff monitoring and hazard assessment; Nature-based solutions (i.e.,
natural flood management); ‘Rolling back’ assets (i.e., moving buildings or carparks) most likely to
be affected by coastal erosion; Developing adaptation plans; Citizen science; Surface and
groundwater management; Trialling innovative solutions.

The outputs and learning from this project will support a managed transition of existing
development. This means allowing new adaptable development in appropriate areas and restricting
unsustainable development in areas at risk of coastal erosion.

CTAP cannot build traditional coastal risk management structures to prevent erosion (i.e., sea
defences). It also cannot fund standard local authority activities such as emergency planning.

This option aims to preserve the function of the HCC and carpark and the revenue they produce for
the council and local tourism. Project demonstrated losses avoided based on the benefit of early
planning so that the HCC can be moved before it is lost to flood/erosion impacts. There are other
coastal communities based around similar centrepiece assets at risk so the solution developed could
be applicable elsewhere. The HCC is vital to the survival of Charmouth as a coastal resort and so
solution was highly acceptable to the local community.

Future Coast Bude Description

Future Coast Bude will explore with the community plans for the future of infrastructure on the
coast that may be impacted by sea level rise and coastal erosion. This include the potential relocating
of public facilities to alternative locations to make sure they can still be used by the public in the
future; relocating emergency services facilities, so that they can remain operational in the future;
designing facilities in the future in a way that will help them adapt and respond to climate change;
decommissioning parts of the carpark which are currently covered by the dunes; and improving
accessibility to and at the coast. The project will also work with the community to develop a Coastal
Change Management Plan to assess where changes are expected to the coast in the next 100 years.

41



OLLSCOILNAGAILLIMHE Wanaging Coastal Risks in Ireland:
UNIVERSITY oF GALWAY Towards strategies that itegrate planned coastal relocations

One interesting development during Pathfinder and CTAP has been the release of new planning policies
at local (District Council) levels to support planned relocation by giving people fast tracked planning
approval to develop a new home in areas previously not allocated for housing, free advice and limited
financial support. Three examples are listed here.

Policy DMO07 - Relocation and Replacement of Development Affected by Coastal Erosion Policy. Allows
planning proposals to be put forward for the relocation and replacement of community facilities and
commercial properties anticipated to be affected by coastal erosion within the next 20 years.

Policy DM22 - Housing Development in the Countryside Policy. Allows for development in the
countryside, areas not usually considered for development, where it 1s the only way to address a particular
need in exceptional circumstances, coastal erosion being one of these circumstances).

Policy EN12 - Relocation and replacement of development affected by coastal erosion risk. Proposals for
the relocation and replacement of community facilities, commercial and business uses that are considered
immportant to the wellbeing of a coastal community affected by coastal erosion will be permitted, provided

that:

the development replaces that which is affected (or threatened) by erosion within 50
years of the date of the proposal.

the new development is beyond the coastal erosion constraint area shown on the
proposals map and is in a location that is well related to the coastal community from
which it was displaced.

the site of the development or use it replaces is either cleared and the site rendered
safe and managed for the benefit of the local environment or put to a temporary use
that 1s beneficial to the wellbeing of the local community, as appropriate.

Policy ENV6.7.124 - Managing environmental hazards. The Council takes an integrated approach to
coastal management focusing on the social, environmental and economic issues associated with coastal
change. It promotes the concept of roll back', which allows properties at risk from coastal erosion to be
relocated further inland. The Government is also focused on promoting measures to assist communities
n adapting to coastal change in a sustainable manner. The Council promotes adaptation within
communities at risk from coastal erosion, including through the delivery of the East Riding Coastal
Change Fund (ERCCF), which provides advice and mited financial support to help vulnerable residents
to adapt to, or relocate away from, coastal erosion risk. Throughout the lifetime of the Local Plan, the
Council will continue to explore opportunities to secure longer term funding for adaptation, building on
the existing, locally-developed approach to managing coastal erosion risk.

Box 6. These key messages highlight England and Wales recommendations with relevance to Ireland

Three generations of SMPs have been published (1995-1997; 2006-2010; 2020’s
‘refresh’ review) and are the leading strategy for managing erosion and flood risk in
England & Wales. The phased timeline approach in the SMPs (0-20 years; 20-50
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years; 50-100) years provides clarity of where and when managed relocation 1s planned
providing transparency in the planning system.

The Environment Agency provides an interactive, easily accessible mapping tool
enabling the public to explore coastal erosion management approaches in their locality
as set out in the SMPs.

There 1s a shift towards Managed Realignment (includes the planned relocation
option), with many areas that are previously designated for Hold the line short term
(0-50 years) now moving towards Managed Realignment or No Active Intervention in
longer-term policy (50-100 years).

This trend indicates a growing emphasis on Managed Realignment as the sustainable
approach to coastal management in England/Wales and the recognition of the
limitations of traditional hard engineering solutions. This is requiring a significant shift
i government policy to support community-led coastal change adaptation strategies.
The Coastal Change Pathfinder Programme (2009-2011) provided significant funding
to 15 local authority projects across England to help coastal communities manage
erosion risks by piloting innovative approaches to coastal adaptation, including
managed retreat, community relocation, compensation, and communication. The
average funding for each of the five large projects was c.€2.3M; the average funding for
each of the ten smaller projects was ¢.€0.46M (applying inflation corrector to 2025).
The programme delivered key learnings that informed SMP2:

Funding: All the Pathfinder projects found that the ability for property owners to
afford to buy land and rebuild was a key barrier to voluntary relocation.

Planning: New local level planning policies gave people fast tracked planning
approval to develop a new home in areas previously not allocated for housing.

Site suitability: Land parcels suitable for a relocation site need to be affordable, meet
the needs of the community relocating and be agreeable with the wider community.
It was difficult to get consensus between residents and the local authority over the
priorities for the suitability criteria for relocation sites.

Communication: Lack of awareness or understanding of erosion and relocation
were significant obstacles implementing planned relocation schemes. Extensive
community engagement 1s required to: inform homeowners why they are being
asked to relocate; explain that erosion-related risks are a result of natural processes;
manage the expectations of the residents as to what support, particularly financial, 1s
available in the long-term to mitigate the adverse impacts of these processes.

The level of a community’s interest in and awareness of coastal erosion risks can
help make planned relocation more feasible and desirable. Throughout each of the
five Pathfinder projects there was a change in community perception from the
beginning of the project to the end. As the projects progressed, many became more
willing to consider adaptation options.

The CTAP Programme (2022-2027) 1s a c.£36M UK government initiative aimed at
assisting coastal communities in England/Wales to adapt to coastal erosion and flood
risks. The programme is focusing on areas where traditional coastal defences are no
longer viable due to factors like economic constraints and environmental
considerations. Projects that support asset and property rollback are eligible for
funding but there 1s no approved process for compensating for the loss of private
property or land caused by erosion or flooding. The five projects in CTAP report
limited financial assistance for some aspects of managed retreat including: property
demolition and site restoration (total cost), relocation (£1000 max.), and out of pocket
expenses (£200 max.)

The CTAP team in North Norfolk (Coastwise) comprises members with the following
expertise: project management and leadership; planning; legal expertise; property
market expertise (domestic and commercial); engagement expertise; engineering;
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geomorphology; social services; and fundraising expertise. This underscores a multi-
disciplinary approach to coastal adaptation and the importance of integrating different
technical expertise.

A recent report on the impact of coastal erosion on communities in the UK concludes
that learnings from their pathfinder studies in pilot areas (Pathfinder and CTAP)
should be rapidly scaled up to provide financial assistance and relocation support for
properties at risk from erosion and landslides nationwide (House of Commons,

2026).

SMPs propose setting back nearly 109% of the coastline by 2030, rising to nearly 15%
by 2060. This includes realignment of coastal cliff frontages to allow cliff erosion up to
a new defence line and removing or deliberately breaching flood defences to allow
flooding up to higher ground or a new defence line. These plans are concentrated in
low-population, agricultural areas, and analysis indicates that the 2030 habitat target
can be achieved without any property loss.

Negative media coverage can heighten community anxiety, amplify misinformation,
and create social tensions around managed retreat. Misleading reporting can
contribute to unnecessary resistance and turn broader public sentiment against
affected residents. Sensationalised coverage of property loss further deepens distress
and erodes trust in the process. To minimise these risks, proactive communication
strategies, including timely information, coordinated messaging, and media
engagement protocols, should be integrated into relocation planning from the outset.

Committee on Climate Change. 2018. Managing the coast in a changing climate, 70pp.

DEFRA and Environmental Agency. 2002. Managed Realignment Review Project Report
(Policy Research Project FD 2008), 324pp.

DEFRA. 2012. Coastal Change Pathfinder Review Final Report, 344pp.

Environmental Agency. 2010. The coastal handbook A gurde for all those working on
the coast, 220pp.

Environmental Agency. 2020. Shoreline Management Plans Supplementary gurdance for
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House of Commons. 2026. Erosion of trust: the impact of coastal erosion on
communities.
https;/publications.parliament.uk/pa/cms901/cmselect/cmenviiu/1 31 7/report.htiml

McKibbon, Des. 2016. Legislative and policy response to the risk of coastal erosion and
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ADDITIONAL CASE STUDIES

The Resilient Homes Program (RHP) in Australia (specifically New South Wales) is one of the
government’s climate adaptation policies designed to reduce long-term risk from major floods by helping
homeowners in high-risk zones move out of danger (NSW Reconstruction Authority 2025). The RHP
budget has grown to AUS$880M, jointly funded by the Federal and NSW Governments for the Northern
Rivers region. It has direct implications for managed retreat in coastal (and other flood-prone) areas
because it treats relocation and removal of at-risk housing as a strategic response to climate hazards. By
mcentivising homeowners to leave high-risk zones and offering options to relocate or reuse homes in
safer areas, it supports the long-term safety of communities and aligns with broader climate adaptation
and managed retreat goals. However, because participation is voluntary and tied to specific flood events
and regions, its impact on national coastal managed retreat strategy is supportive but not comprehensive.
Buyback compensation isn’t a flat rate. The offer 1s tailored to each property’s assessed value and
includes both current and pre-flood valuation components under relevant compensation law.
Homeowners relocating using a Resilient Measures option (not strictly tied to receiving a Home Buyback
payment) can, potentially, receive up to AUS$100,000 in grant funding to help cover relocation costs.
Homeowners can co-contribute and the programme can match contributions up to an additional
AUS$100,000 (so the total grant + co-contribution can be up to $200,000). An additional grant of
AUS$20,000 may be available to help cover planning, design, development approvals, and related
upfront costs. Because participation is optional, not all homeowners may choose buyback or relocation,
which can slow retreat and leave some properties at long-term risk. Relocation takes time as approvals,
land acquisition and construction are required, meaning retreat isn’t instantaneous and may lag behind
climate hazard escalation. While this programme applies to flood-impacted areas like the Northern
Rivers and Central West of New South Wales, explicit coastal managed retreat policies across all of
Australia are still emerging. The principles in RHP can inform broader retreat strategies but are not a
nationwide managed retreat mandate.

PACCo (Promoting Adaptation to Changing Coasts) was a European INTERREG funded climate
adaptation project (2020-2023) focused on coastal and estuarine regions in Normandy (France) and
Devon (UK). One of its two pilot sites was the Saane Valley, a low-lying coastal river valley in
Seine-Maritime, Normandy (Climate-ADAPT 2024). The overall PACCo initiative had a considerable
budget, tens of millions of euros, to support habitat restoration and adaptive infrastructure projects across
the Saine and Otter valleys. In the Saine Valley alone, several million euros were spent on land
acquisition for a new campsite and related ecological restoration work. PACCo didn’t just relocate one
campsite, rather it fed into the broader Saine Lower Valley Territorial Project 2050, intended to guide
coastal adaptation and land use through the coming decades. Unlike emergency responses after disasters,
PACCo showed how planned relocation of vulnerable assets (like tourism infrastructure) in advance of
maximum damage can reduce long-term risk. Relocation was coupled with restoring wetlands and
itertidal habitat, reconnecting the Saine to the sea, and improving ecological functioning by giving more
space for floodwaters. PACCo 1s often cited as a practical case study showing how proactive relocation,
when tied to ecological restoration and stakeholder collaboration, can reduce coastal risk while
maintaining socio-economic functions. In the Lido de Thau corridor between Sete and Marseillan
(Occitanie, south-western France), a long-standing coastal route ran right along a narrow sandy barrier
separating the Thau Lagoon from the Mediterranean Sea. Over decades, this road was repeatedly
damaged by coastal erosion, storm surge and sea level rise pressures, and protective hard structures (like
rip-rap and groynes) only worsened sediment loss. To address these escalating risks and improve both
coastal dynamics and safety, authorities implemented one of France’s earliest major managed retreat
iterventions for a transport infrastructure: relocating the coastal road inland. Rather than continually
defending the old alignment a new section of the road was built ¢.100 m inland, closer to an existing
railway line, moving traffic away from the most erosion-prone zone. The old littoral road was dismantled,
freeing up space for dune and beach restoration. This project was implemented over more than a decade
(feasibility studies from 2003-2005, works from 2007-2019), making it a strategic, long-term adaptation
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effort rather than a short-term fix. The broader adaptation project (including road realignment, dune
restoration and marine works) cost approximately €55 million, with co-financing from the EU, regional
government, local authorities and the state.

Correspondence with coastal scientists based in Germany inferred that planned relocation is not yet a
management option. Numerous quotes from correspondence with these scientists relay this fact:

"Coastal protection i Germany.... is based on the principle of control and defense'.
"Ofticially, “organized retreat” from exposed coastal areas is not discussed—it 1s virtually stigmatized'.

"There are no official plans or measures of “organized retreat” in Germany, according to iternationally
established standards."

"The German coastal protection community—on the administrative side—largely refuses to engage in this
discussion’.

The New York Rising Buyout and Acquisition Programs emerged after Hurricanes Irene (2011) and
Sandy (2012) severely impacted large areas of New York State, especially low-lying coastal and flood-
prone communities (Office of Resilient Homes and Communities 2023). The programs were allocated
¢.US$656M from the State’s CDBG-DR (Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery)
funding. For context, it is noted that a buyout 1s where the government purchases a private homeowner’s
property in a high-risk zone with the primary goal of permanently removing people from hazard areas
and an acquisition is a government purchase of a property where the owner may not be displaced
permanently, or the property may serve broader purposes such as relocation, mitigation, or
redevelopment for resilience. The programs acquired c.1,449 parcels and ¢.1,289 properties, with 564
households fully closed out as participating homeowners. Participation was voluntary. After purchase, the
homes were demolished to reduce exposure to future flooding. Cleared parcels were often converted to
green spaces, wetlands, or flood buffers, preventing future development in the hazard zone. Homeowners
in the Buyout Program were generally offered 100 % of their pre-Sandy fair market value for their
storm-damaged homes. This means the state paid what the property was worth before Hurricane Sandy
hit — not the reduced value after flood damage. Several optional bonuses were added to encourage
participation. These included (1) an Enhanced Buyout Incentive of ¢.5-10 % extra above pre-storm value
in certain targeted high-risk areas; (i1) a Relocation Incentive of ¢.5 % extra if the homeowner relocated
within the same city or county; and (1) a Group Incentive of up to ¢.10 % extra if neighbours in a block
sold together under the programme. These incentives helped push the total payout above the base
pre-storm value for many participants but also successfully mitigated local government concerns of losing
citizens through the incentive programme. In studies of early NY Rising buyout data, the average award
across buyouts and acquisitions was ¢.US$392,000 for buyouts and ¢.$375,000 for acquisitions. These
averages reflect actual transactions but exact amounts varied widely based on property size, location and
local housing market values. In numerous communities, homeowners located outside the designated
priority zones could participate in property acquisition programs and were offered their homes’ post-
storm fair market value. They were also eligible for additional incentives to bridge the gap between the
pre-storm and post-storm property values. Unlike properties purchased through enhanced buyout areas,
these homes could be redeveloped after acquisition (Freudenberg et al. 2016). It is interesting to note that
a recommendation from a review of these programmes and others was for state governments to pilot
buyout strategies that can be carried out gradually over time and independent of a specific disaster event
such as Hurricanes Irene and Sandy. Separating buyouts from disaster recovery allows funding to be
distributed across multiple years, creating opportunities for alternative funding sources and acquisition
methods. Two possible approaches suggested included establishing land trusts to lower flood risk and
mtroducing regulatory tools that enable the state to decline the sale of at-risk properties (Freudenberg et

al. 2016).

47



QLLSCOILNA GAILLIMHE Managing Coastal Risks in Ireland:
UNIVERSITY oF GALWAY Towards strategies that integrate planned coastal relocations

A
MIKO>
v

48



OLLSCOILNAGAILLIMHE Wanaging Coastal Risks in Ireland:
UNIVERSITY oF GALWAY Towards strategies that itegrate planned coastal relocations

FINANCE

A comprehensive review of all the financial facets of planned relocation is beyond the scope of this
report. However, funding remains the primary obstacle to implementing managed retreat projects so we
provide some insights based on the case studies used in the desktop study.

A key finding in the Economic and Social Research Institute report ‘ Climate change impacts and
associated economic costs in Ireland states the projected annual cost from climate-driven SLR in Ireland
could be ¢.€2B by the year 2050 under a moderate warming scenario (SSP2-RCP4.5), with a global mean
sea level rise of 0.56m (de Bruin et al. 2024). By 2100, with the same warming and SLR scenarios, the
estimated annual cost rises to ¢.€7B. Potential economic costs relating to property insurance claims from
coastal flooding are ¢.€1.1B under a 1m SLR scenario (Flood et al. 2020). Vousdoukas et al. (2020)
estimate that coastal flood losses at the end of this century could amount to 1.8% of our GDP, especially
under a high-emissions pathway (RCP8.5). In today’s economy this amounts to ¢.€10.1B considering a
total GDP of ¢.€563B for Ireland in 2024 (Central Statistics Office 2025). This figure does not include

losses from coastal erosion.

These recurring annual exposure figures (i.¢., fiscal liabilities, disruption and replacement costs) illustrate
how significant upfront investments in coastal change adaptation programmes (see: pathfinder schemes)
look economical by comparison to not doing anything. The Programme for Government 2025 ‘Securing
Ireland’s Future’, explicitly identifies the need to support communities, businesses, and ecosystems by
advancing the National Coastal Change Management Strategy (Government of Ireland 2028) and “ initiate
three pathfinder schemes in selected coastal areas” (Government of Ireland 2025, 57). Immediate
implementation of these schemes ensures that policy commitments are translated into action and avoids
policy lag that would undermine government credibility and public confidence. Investing in pathfinder
schemes that include relocations allows the Government of Ireland to build an evidence base to inform
future planning processes designed to avoid escalating costs, preserve critical infrastructure, protect
livelihoods, and maintain ecosystem services that provide both direct and indirect economic value (coastal
protection, tourism, habitat creation, carbon sequestration). The pathfinder schemes support, and can be
guided by, the scientific and policy recommendations to build coastal and marine resilience in Ireland

(Farrell et al. 2023) and Europe (Villasante et al. 2023).

While non-intervention avoids immediate spending, it substantially increases mid- and late-century costs
due to unplanned relocations of people, loss of infrastructure, economic disruption, and increased
exposure to coastal risks. Evidence from national and international studies shows that proactive coastal
management, particularly planned relocation, 1s typically cheaper and more socially equitable over the
long run. The UK Climate Change Committee identifies coastal erosion as a “major economic risk,”
warning that non-intervention will create escalating public liabilities for relocation and infrastructure
realignment (Climate Change Committee 2021). The UK Environment Agency emphasizes that coastal
ecosystem management or managed realignment reduces long-term expenditure on flood defences
(Environment Agency 2020). Research consistently shows that reactive relocation following extreme
events or maintaining a ‘do nothing’ management option costs significantly more than planned relocation
or realignment and poses the highest risk to public safety and potential for environmental damages
(Turner et al. 2007; Das Neves et al. 2023; Setter et al. 2023). Siders et al. (2019) highlight that delayed
relocation leads to higher government expenditure, more community disruption, and increased social
mequity. The OECD (2019) warns that unmanaged coastal risk can destabilise local economies through
loss of insurability and decreased investor confidence. IPCC AR6 (2022) concludes that adaptation costs
rise “exponentially” when action is delayed.

Economic evidence shows that proactive relocation reduces future disaster recovery and infrastructure
repair costs compared with reactive responses or hard coastal defences that require ongoing maintenance.
In some circumstances, planned relocations can create space for amenity arcas and natural habitats (e.g.,
tidal wetlands) that act as natural flood buffers and deliver ecosystem services, such as carbon
sequestration, water quality improvement, and recreation. These services provide ongoing economic
value and can reduce reliance on costly engineered defences. Planned relocation programmes can
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stimulate inland economic growth by shifting investment away from vulnerable coastal zones, fostering
new development.

Estimating the costs of planned relocation projects, including compensation for homeowners, requires a
structured, transparent, and defensible approach. Cost-Benefit Analysis models to assess costs should be
anchored in the market valuation of affected assets but should also include (1) future avoided costs
(property loss and/or damage; disaster relief; avoided insurance payouts; social impacts), (i1) added
benefits when applicable (e.g., ecosystem services such as coastal protection or enhanced habitat; public
amenities) and (i11) more intangible cultural heritage and community values. The OPW uses Multi-
Criteria Analysis to assess the potential impacts of climate change for flood relief schemes. The MCA
tegrates infrastructure, social, ecological, cultural heritage, and ethical criteria and links with an
Adaptation Pathway Process (OPW 2018). Flood et al. (2020) also support the application of MCA
methods to support adaptation decision-making and assess uncertainty in coastal management in Ireland.
Further investigation is warranted if this technical methodology can be adopted within planning processes
to relocate vulnerable coastal assets.

Box 7. What distance should a setback line be from the foreshore?

January 2022. Galway County Council meeting to debate distance of coastal set back line for the
Galway County Development Plan (2022-2028). Senior officials recommended 30m set back distance
from the foreshore to allow for the development of a coastal amenity park as well as the proposed
Oranmore to Bearna cycleway. This distance was also supported by the majority residents through the
consultation process. Despite this, a motion to retain the 15m distance was proposed at the meeting.
Nineteen councillors voted in favour of the motion retaining the 15m distance; eight opposed; and
there were eight abstentions. A motion to extend the set back line to 50m did not get a seconder and
could not be voted on.

The 15m set back line was added as an amendment to the Draft Galway County Development Plan

(2022-2028).

February-April 2022. Local residents protest voicing their concern that any developments within 15
meters of the shoreline may be flooded n the case of a storm or continuous rainfall. They also voiced
concern that their participation on this local issue was ignored. The Save Our Seashore (SOS) group
was established in Bearna and set up a petition which reads that the council amendment decision was
taken “in spite of mcreased coastal flooding risks predicted by climate science and the negative impact
on the environment and coastal character of Bearna village”. The population of the village was ¢.2,000;
¢.1700 signed the petition against potential high-density development near the coast.

May 2022. Decision to overturn a controversial 15m ruling that reverts back to 30 metres. The 15m set
back line was not included i the published Galway County Development Plan (2022-2028). The
councillor who initially proposed the 15m setback, said that landowners along the seafront would have
to be properly compensated by Galway County Council in the event of a coastal amenity park being
provided. “And I am not talking about pennies here,” he warned.

Setback or development restrictions are at the discretion of each of the 31 city and county councils
around Ireland. It is noted that there 1s limited variability. For example, the standard in Mayo County
Council calls for a minimum horizontal setback of 30m from the foreshore (or along the 8 m natural
contour line, whichever is greater) for new development. Kerry County Council does not allow new
building/development within 30 m of ‘soft’ shoreline, except in limited, environmentally assessed cases.
Galway and Wicklow County Councils prohibit building/development within 100m of “soft shorelines”
unless site-specific scientific evidence shows minimal risk. There are general references in
coastal-management literature to using 100 m as a ‘default safe distance’ from soft coasts when opting for
a “do nothing / natural retreat” strategy, especially where erosion is rapid or sea level rise and storm surge
risk 1s elevated (Engineers Ireland 2014).

There is no single nationwide regulation or law mandating a fixed setback distance for all coastal
development. The justification for this approach is that you cannot assume a fixed safe ‘setback distance’
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and uniform application of a single buffer (30m, 50 m or 100 m) across all of Ireland would likely over-
protect some areas (unnecessarily limiting development) and under-protect others (failing to reflect real
erosion or flood risk). The decisions should be based on best available evidence and not decided by non-
experts In climate and coastal science. This also removes the pressure on local politicians to make the
difficult decisions that can adversely impact their voting base or, in many cases, friend or neighbours.

A significant challenge for all countries, including Ireland, 1s sourcing significant funds to implement
planned relocation projects. There are varying reasons for this but proactive future-scape planning at this
scale 1s rarely undertaken and necessitates coordinated efforts across multiple government
sectors/departments. The tools and funds for a relocation policy will likely sit at the intersection of climate
adaptation, housing, planning, infrastructure, environment and finance governance. The responsibility of
finding mnovative financing mechanisms therefore needs to be shared and coordinated across
government levels and agencies. A national Planned Relocation Finance Working Group (or like?) can
align strategies, create cross-cutting mandates so that the fiscal responsibility is shared and actually
identifies and/or designs practical, fit-for-purpose financial levers that support relocation plans. The
DHLGH can lead this coordination as it already translates national housing strategy into plans.

For context, since the mid-1990s, compensation has been a key concern in relocation and realignment
policy in England and Wales (Greene 2006). A 2002 survey of UK professionals in the field identified
msufficient financial compensation as the primary barrier to implementing managed realignment
(DEFRA 2002). Compensation remains contentious because property owners often receive no
replacement property or adequate recompense, despite legal obligations to provide replacement Natura
2000 habitats where those circumstances occur (DEFRA 2002). People are reluctant to give up private
land without fair compensation, while opponents argue that unrestricted public compensation could
reward risky property purchases, distort insurance markets, and encourage speculation (DEFRA 2004).
As a result, compensation was, and still 1s, widely regarded as a major obstacle to implementing managed
realignment projects, and local support is unlikely unless the costs and benefits are perceived as equitable.
A recent report on the impact of coastal erosion on communities in the UK concludes that learnings from
their pathfinder studies in pilot areas (see sections 6.3 and 6.4) should be rapidly scaled up to provide
financial assistance and relocation support for properties at risk from erosion and landslides nationwide.

“IDefraf should....commit to establishing a longterm national strategy that provides financial assistance
and relocation support for properties at risk of coastal change. This strategy should be in place no
later than March 2027 (House of Commons, 2026, 13).”

To date in Ireland, the most straightforward funding model for relocation has been a humanitarian
response to a ‘once-off” or ‘extreme’ event such as the 2017 Voluntary Homeowners Relocation Scheme
(c.€10M) in response to historic level floods during Winter 2015/2016 or the Defective Concrete Blocks
Grant Scheme (c.€2.7B estimate costs in 2022) in response to structural problems affecting thousands
(c.5000?) of homes caused by defective concrete blocks containing excessive amounts of mica or pyrite.
Relying on reactive emergency funding is unpredictable whereas a long-term strategy allows Ireland to
plan ahead and use public money more effectively as climate impacts worsen. We currently lack a
dedicated financial or funding support for planned relocation. This absence of resources limits choices
for long-term adaptation strategies, including planned relocation, leaving coastal assets increasingly
exposed to escalating risks. To overcome this challenge, Government needs to explore different financial
products/services to establish a nationally funded coastal relocation programme.

Central or local government should pay for post-implementation costs (demolition and clean-up costs,
post relocation land rehabilitation and management, development of new sites for communities that have
decided to move through land swaps, and the provision of new public facilities serving affected
communities), depending on the details and relevant needs of each planned relocation implementation.

Clear policy guidance is needed on the treatment of different property types to ensure fairness and fiscal
sustainability as well as a detailed consideration and analysis of the implications of managed retreat for the
Irish property market. International practice differentiates owner-occupied homes (principal places of
residence), second/holiday homes, commercial buildings, and short-term rentals, often with value caps
and greater risk borne by second homes. Clarity on this issue and the issue of compensation for loss of
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land 1s required for Irish policy. Non-compensation of second homes would be a very contentious issue if
implemented in Ireland.

The Coastal Loss Innovative Funding and Financing (CLIFF) programme in the UK (Marsh, 2022a,b) 1s
currently researching viable financial/funding mechanisms that can support communities to relocate or
adapt. Coastal Adaptation Fund and Levy Model options are most likely financially viable approaches to
enable this (Figure 8.1). Both approaches are designed to have homeowners/residents contribute to the
costs.

WHAT COULD ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES RECEIVE?
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Figure 8.1 Financial Contributors and compensation. Source: Marsh 2022, Figure 8, p.14.

Marsh analysed three options using several criteria including strategic scope, operational requirements,
financial or economic viability, and social, commercial, political and legal requirements. They did not
consider the Rollback Model (as it has been successfully done along with other solutions, e.g., Local
Authority Coastal Adaptation Fund explored in other studies) or the Compensation Model (as the
government does not currently allow for this; can be re-assessed if government position changes). CLIFF's
financial model has suggested that the Coastal Adaptation Fund and Levy Model options are most likely
financially viable at defined scales.

Coastal Accumulator Fund - Households pay into a fund tied to their property (similar to a life assurance
principle which stays with the property over time). Individual fund contributions are managed and
administered by a central entity, which allows for the fund to grow. At a predetermined point, funds are
released directly to the homeowner to support them post-loss. Coastal loss modelling shows a successful
mechanism would require pay-out scenarios to remain low (for instance ~£10,000) and need a large
number of contributors across multiple Epochs (such as periods of time out to 2100) to minimise cost.
To achieve required number of contributors, any mechanism would likely need to be mandatory, which,
based on current policy and legislative frameworks, would be challenging to implement. Overall delivery
potential is therefore deemed limited. This fund could be a possible coastal adaptation option.

Local Authority Coastal Adaptation Fund - Local authorities collect funds from properties at risk from
coastal erosion via an agreed mechanism. Funds are managed to promote growth. Funds can be released
to the LA when agreed conditions are met to support coastally exposed households and communities
with, for example, relocation, protection, adaptation and resilience. Modelling identified that expanding
the scope across all coastal local authorities offers stronger cost-benefit under all scenarios tested and
performs optimally where larger, loaned cash injections are utilised. Interviews noted precedent from
similar UK schemes and various operational structures that could leveraged. Overall delivery potential is
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moderate to high although current policy and legislative framework may require further review/adaptation
in order to successfully implement. This approach may also provide local authorities with a sustainable
tunding process with wider uses for resilient adaptation near coasts.

Levy Model - Funds are collected through a levy-style mechanism (such as household insurance) for a
chosen population. Raised funds are managed centrally and pay-out directly to an agreed entity once a
pre-defined condition is met. Although similar in mechanism to Option 2, the Levy Model offers scope
for greater participation at, for example, a national level. Interviews noted coastal flood inundation 1s
covered by existing national level FloodRe scheme (currently set to end in 2039). Modelling highlighted
the mechanism operated most-etfectively at national level, permitting larger pay-outs whilst reducing cost.
‘Whilst a national-level mechanism offers maximum cost-benefit, the levy-style mechanism was noted as
mirroring the pre-existing FloodRe programme and could have limited appetite from an erosion risk
perspective. Overall delivery potential is moderate to high. Levy-type model has been used globally to
cover many types of risk.

It 1s noted that Ireland already has a few statutory levies and charges that affect property insurance policies
(and other non-life insurance), which either the insurer pays and may pass-on to policyholders or are
directly reflected in premiums, e.g., insurance premium tax (3%); Insurance Compensation Fund (1-2%);
and fixed stamp duty. Any proposal would need to be considered carefully to assess the political and
consumer appetite for a new levy.

Insurance. The financial sector (banks; mortgage lenders; insurance companies; investment firms etc.) has
a central role in addressing climate risks and are very vulnerable to climate impacts if properties are lost
to coastal erosion and/or flooding. The Central Bank of Ireland’s 2024 Flood Protection Gap report
found that approximately 1 in 20 buildings has limited access to flood cover in Ireland today. This means
that approximately 1 in 20 will either be refused or will have fewer insurers willing to provide cover which
could result in higher premiums or excesses. The estimated average cost of inland flooding in Ireland
annually is c.€101M every year (with a €510m loss expected about once every 25 years) of which ¢.89% is
associated with the higher flood risk buildings which have limited or no access to insurance. Coastal
flooding is excluded from these estimates and could increase that number significantly.

“Blue lining” is a term used in finance and insurance to describe a discriminatory practice by companies
that avoid or limit business in areas deemed “too risky” — often based on the racial or socioeconomic
makeup of those areas. For example insurers in the U.S., UK, and Australia have started refusing to
renew or offer home insurance in zones prone to coastal erosion, storm surge, or flooding. This has been
reported in areas like: Florida, Louisiana, and California (USA) where major insurers like State Farm are
pulling back from flood and wildfire zones; East Anglia and Cornwall (UK) where properties along
eroding cliffs are losing access to insurance and mortgages; and Queensland and New South Wales
(Australia) where mnsurers are raising premiums by >100% or leaving entire coastal towns. It has been
stated that 1 in 25 Australian homes are projected to be uninsurable by 2030 and pressuring the
Australian government to carry these risks through state sponsored programmes supporting the
underinsured or uninsured - otherwise known as being “the insurer of last resort”. This situation is
already in place in the USA where households rely on the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP),
administered by Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) if their property lies within the 100-
year flood zone (flood zones A and AE for floodplains; zones V and VE for coastal flooding, storm surge,
and tsunami). Every property in the USA has a flood zone and flood insurance 1s mandatory if the
property lies in these high risk flood zones. For countries without state sponsored insurance programmes,
it means that the financial service Industry, rather than residents, will exert control on which families live
where. There are long term repercussions too for credit and mortgage services if banks refuse or restrict
loans in risky properties (properties lose value; market freezes) and in investment as areas become
designated as too risky for capital investment leading to economic stagnation of coastal communities.

It is noted that Recommendation 68 (p.213) in the New Zealand managed retreat report (Chapter 4)
states:

We recommend all homeowners of properties that have been explicitly designated for planned
relocation should be required to maintain a stated minimum amount of natural hazard isurance
(from private msurers, Toka Ti Ake EQC, or some other mechanism) until therr relocation occurs.
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We also recommend this compulsory natural hazard insurance should include a clause providing that
once a property experiences a damage event above a certain threshold (say, damage worth at least 50
per cent of the property’s value), this will automatically trigger the planned relocation, even if 1t was
originally planned to happen at some future date.

Ireland does not currently have an equivalent compulsory natural hazard insurance policy. Implementing
this would be complex question that could have a significant impact on the insurance market and 1is
subject to existing XU prudential regulations through the Solvency II Directive. Accordingly, any such
proposal would need to be considered caretully to assess whether it would be viable.

Climate and Nature Funds. The Future Ireland (FI) Fund and Infrastructure, Climate and Nature (ICN)
Fund Act was formally established on July 30th 2024. The Fund has two key objectives one of which is to
finance investment associated with delivering on Ireland’s climate and nature goals. This Fund can be
used in ‘the achievement of environmental targets and associated indicators established under Regulation
5(3)(a) (1) of the European Communities (Marine Strategy Framework) Regulations 2011 (S.I. No. 249 of
2011)’. The Department of Finance perspective is that the ICNF, as currently structured and already
allocated, 1s not necessarily positioned to act as the primary funding source for a national managed retreat
programme. Under the statutory framework, the Minister for Public Expenditure, together with relevant
Ministers, has fully allocated the €3.15B ICNF envelope across priority areas under the National
Development Plan Review (July 2025). These allocations include €2B for low carbon transport, €650M
for water quality improvements, and €500M for climate mitigation and renewable energy priorities, with a
further €134M already scheduled for drawdown in 2026 for public sector retrofitting, offshore mapping,
and wastewater treatment. While the legislation permits ICNF resources to support environmental targets
under Regulation 5(3)(a) i) of S.1. 249/2011, redirecting ICNF funding for managed retreat would
require other Departments to revisit and reprioritise their existing capital plans, given that the Fund’s
resources are fully committed. The Department of Finance 1s not proposing the creation of new funding
nor seeking to alter the existing ICNF allocations. It may nonetheless be appropriate for the Coastal
Change Management Interdepartmental Steering Group to engage with the National Asset Management
Agency (NTMA) to understand whether any complementary support could arise over the longer term
within the Future Ireland or ICN Funds investment strategies. However, the ICNF investment mandate,
agreed with the NTMA and noted by Government, requires assets to be held on a commercial basis, and
the Fund 1s not designed to directly finance infrastructure or environmental projects, including managed
retreat. While Government can draw on the proceeds of the Fund to support eligible expenditure, this
does not alter the fact that using ICNF for managed retreat would require reprioritisation within existing
departmental allocations with any additional funding being sought through the normal estimates and votes
process.

The Minor Flood Mitigation Works and Coastal Protection Scheme provides funding to local authorities
to undertake minor flood mitigation works or studies to address localised flooding and coastal protection
problems within their administrative areas. Applications for funding from local authorities for measures
or studies costing up to €2M can be made under this scheme. Funding of up to 90% of the total cost is
available, subject to meeting specific economic, technical, social, and environmental criteria. The ability
for local authorities with large tract of rural coastlines to fund the 109 of projects should be reviewed
within a broader coastal change framework.

Both Pathfinder and CTAP programmes explored ways of funding the rollback of at-risk communities
and properties away from the coast, known as “rollback”. The more recent CTAP programme is trialling
funding mechanisms that have been developed by the CLIFF. The intention is to share these learning at
the close of the CTAP programme. Across all Pathfinder projects, the cost of purchasing land and
rebuilding was 1dentified as a significant constraint on the success of rollback mitiatives. The shortage of
available funding suggests that financial assistance will be essential for implementation at both local and
national levels. To evaluate the feasibility of rollback, an economic analysis was undertaken to assess
whether the anticipated benefits would exceed the associated costs. Tangible benefits of the rollback
option only manifested in cases where financial support was available for relocation (assistance packages),
provide land (land banking), provide financial assistance for rebuilding (assistance packages, property
valuation and purchase) or enable value to be realised from the potential for future development in areas
where development would not otherwise be permitted (development opportunities). Four rollback
options were assessed:
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Assistance packages: financial assistance provided to help with demolition and
relocation. This assistance may include funds to assist with obtaining planning
permission and purchase of land and rebuild.

Development opportunities: planning policies mean rollback is treated as an
exception such that property owners can rebuild in a location that would otherwise
be highly unlikely to achieve planning permission. The property owner can choose
to sell their at-risk property (e.g., to a developer) who may be able to take advantage
of the development opportunity and rebuild the property inland. This
exceptionalism creates opportunity for development in places that would usually be
off-limits but not to the extent of permitting building in high risk areas.

Land banking: the Local Authority obtains land in an area that is not at risk from
erosion that is gifted to owners of at-risk properties. The property can then be
rebuilt on that land.

Land banking: the Local Authority obtains land in an area that is not at risk from
erosion that 1s gifted to owners of at-risk properties. The property can then be
rebuilt on that land.

Property valuation and purchase: properties at-risk are valued based on the life
remaining, the market value and a home loss supplement and purchased from the
owner enabling them to move out.

“Is 1t unfair for homeowners to lose their homes without compensation if they were unaware of the
coastal risks when purchasing?” The answer to this question 1s contentious. People generally expect
security in their home investment and rely on the assumption that the property they purchased is
habitable and insurable. On the other hand, some counterarguments note that risk is inherent in living on
at or near the coastline, and complete Government guarantees could encourage people to settle in high
risk areas, creating a moral hazard. It is clear that buyers of properties should be made aware of potential
hazards that could impact the property and providing this information is most effective at the time of
purchase. Currently in Ireland, there is no legally mandated requirement for sellers to disclose coastal
erosion or flood hazards when selling a property. Risk disclosure remains largely voluntary or depends on
prior knowledge and the buyer’s own due diligence.

In contrast, California law mandates sellers of property to provide buyers with a Natural Hazard
Disclosure (NHD) Statement. This report discloses information about whether the property for sale 1s
located within specified natural hazard zones such as floods, wildfires, landslides, and earthquakes. The
California state law requires home sellers and/or their agents to conduct research to specifically determine
this information. However, there are companies that provide this service (c.$100 per report) under the
guise of the property disclosure industry. Without an NHD report, potential buyers find it difficult to
assess 1f a property was at risk to natural or environmental hazards. This NHD service can potentially
prevent expensive litigation later as the buyers also buys the risk. The NHD also promotes awareness of
the costs of coastal living, which will assist in the implementation of further policies such as managed
retreat. Other states like New York, New Jersey, North Carolina, Louisiana and Delaware are following
Californmia’s examples and bolstering requirements around flood risks.

Conversely, Land Information Memorandums, the instrument to include hazard information on property
in New Zealand, have not been widely supported by district councils due to property owners’ concerns
about reduced values (Boston and Lawrence 2017) and the quality of the data. Loss aversion strongly
ifluences behaviour and must be carefully considered in policy design (Boston 2023).

A recent report in the UK on the impact of coastal erosion on communities (House of Commons, 2026)
1s unambiguous in the appropriateness of mandatory property disclosures. The report concludes:

“The estate agent and conveyancing processes fail to reliably identify or disclose coastal erosion and
landslide risks, leaving homebuyers without vital information. This is unacceptable given that clear risk
data is already publicly available through tools such as National Coastal Erosion Risk Map (NCERM)
and the Digital Shoreline Management Plan Explorer Tool. The absence of requirements to treat
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these risks as “material information” creates a regulatory gap, and buyers are not being equipped to

make informed choices. The MHCLG [Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government/
consultation on home buying reform presents an inportant opportunity to mtroduce mandatory risk
disclosure and standardise material information in property transactions (House of Commons, 2026,

7).

The policy recommendation from the report is that coastal erosion and landslide risk should be included
as material information in property transactions and prospective homebuyers should be informed if a
home falls within the risk zone in any of the scenarios projected in the NCERM.

In Ireland, hazard disclosure should include erosion and flood risks, both of which have been mapped by
the OPW. Similar to the UK, this data is already publically available - but only in ‘community-scale’
maps and not higher resolution ‘property-scale’ maps. This 1s probably done to avoid legal issues
described in this report re: impact of risk on property values and insurance. Further, the suitability of the
erosion risk maps needs to be further investigated as they are outdated (national-scale ICPSS shoreline
change maps are based on aerial photographs ¢.1973-75, 2000 and 2006). The OPW and GSI are
currently completing new predictive coastal change risk assessment programmes that can inform
disclosures (see section 1.3.1). In summary, it 1s worth investigating the requirement to include hazard
disclosure reports in property transactions in Ireland so that buyer of properties also buy’s the risk.
However, this approach also warrants careful consideration as it may not be legally viable in Ireland nor is
it known how this would impact both the insurance market or the housing market. For example,
msurance companies could potentially use this information as a basis for refusing cover.
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COASTAL CHANGE MANAGEMENT
PLANS WITHIN A CLIMATE
ADAPTATION FRAMEWORK

Collaborative and transparent adaptation pathways, grounded in robust scientific evidence, can effectively
guide and coordinate climate adaptation, linking specific management options such as planned relocation
to observed climate signals (indicators) and triggers. Place-based strategies involve navigating complex
mterrelationships among diverse actors, which can complicate implementation but also initiate cascading
adaptation decisions as communities respond to one another’s actions. Governance holds both the
responsibility and the opportunity to direct these self-reinforcing processes toward outcomes that foster
positive, transformational change. By integrating planned relocation policy into a broader climate
adaptation framework, it provides a sequence of rationale for decisions and actions.

The Coastal Change Management Framework (Figure 9.1) designed for this report illustrates how
government decisions to implement planned relocations should evolve within a decision tree that is
transparent to stakeholders. The key messages are:

> Planned relocation projects should be based on science-driven risk assessments for
multiple climate scenarios over multiple timescales.

Planned relocation projects should be based on extensive stakeholder engagement.
Planned relocation projects are a multi-year to multi-decadal process.

Planned relocation projects are the most feasible long-term option for managing coastal
change in many locations.

VvV

This framework places planned relocation within an advanced phase of climate transition and
contemporary discourses in citizenship, agency, and justice. The framework needs to be enabled by
central government and/or an inter-departmental taskforce by delivering nationwide, local-scale scientific-
driven risk assessments, coordinating cross-sectoral responsibilities and plans, supporting local authorities
through dedicated funding and trained climate ready taskforces, and establishing the legal authority to act
where voluntary or local government efforts can’t resolve relocation issues. It is noted that the OPW has
been designated by Government as the national lead coordinating body for the assessment of coastal
change hazards and risks and the assessment of technical options and constraints. The Department of
Housing, Local Government and Heritage is responsible for chairing the Interdepartmental Steering
Group on Coastal Change Management. A Legislation Working Group, chaired by the OPW, was
established under the Inter-Departmental Steering Group on Coastal Change whose objective is primarily
to review existing legislation. These steering groups can have a pivotal role in designing and implementing
planned relocation policy and establishing a management framework.

It is noted that coastal change management 1s an evolving area in the context of the implementation of the
IDGR published in 2023. The recent CARO (2026) report outlines the strategic approach to coastal
change management based on a continuous cycle of monitoring, mapping, assessing, planning,
implementing, and ongoing monitoring (Figure 9.2). This long-term strategy was developed in
conjunction with the OPW, in particular, but also in consultation with the Office of the Planning
Regulator, Maritime Area Regulatory Authority, National Parks & Wildlife Service other key interested
parties in accordance with the recommendations of the IDGR. It is recognised that some of the IDGR
recommendations will only be implemented n the medium (2028-2030) to long term (2031 onwards).
Identifying the most appropriate measures and mechanisms required to support managed retreat as
outlined by recommendation 15 in the IDGR (see Table 1.3, p.10) 1s categorized as long-term
implementation.



OLLSCOILNA GAILLIMHE
UNIVERSITY oF GALWAY

Managing Coastal Risks in Ireland:

Towards strategies that integrate planned coastal relocations

Stage 1a Stage 2 Stage 3a Stage 3b Stage 4
BUILT COASTAL & LAND AFFORDABILITY FUNDING PLANNING
ENVIRONMENT MANAGEMENT &COST RELATED ADAPTATION
RISK ASSESSMENT POLICY ASSESSMENT RISK DAPP b ded
approach recommende:
Coastal Change
» Management Plans (CCMP) » » » Local Area Flans «—» CCMP
Catastrophic g | Donoting | 1l| Current |<k---|» | Secure | ¥ Poliyconimed |
s e
” % - ; ~q
oo S I e R N N - e T T
2 y <
0 % . / ~

‘ Substantial é Managed realignment / | Late Century | 'y ‘ Unlikely I ?I Re-consider policy ‘
£ “ I Revert to Stage 2

‘ Limited 5 Planned relocation toidenty a

Avoided costs + | different palicy
| Advance the fline ‘ benefitsivalues gained | = : |
NO DECISION: DECISION URGENCY NO DECISION: DECISION URGENCY DECISION URGENCY
\__ SCIENCEDRVEN / \_ o0 / \_ FINANCLDRVEN \_ oo / \_ oo /
Stage 1b I Stage b

N
'/’ \ Estimate avoided costs andlor added /_ \
COMMUNITY benefits from local adaptation actions.
RESILIENCE Aszzess if and how local adaptation actions

“hAdaptive capacity

enhance adaptive capacity at multiple scales
{community, regional, national)

Iy

(assets; flexibility; organize;
leaming; agency)

LOCAL AUTHORITY & LOCAL AUTHORITY &
\__COMMUNITY DRIVEN _/ \__ COMMUNITY DRIVEN _/

Figure 9.1 Coastal Change Adaptation Decision Flowchart




QLLSCOILNA GAILLIMUE

UNIVERSITY oF GALWAY

Managing Coastal Risks in Ireland:

Towards strategies that integrate planned coastal relocations

R - IDGR recommendation number

IMPLEMENT

. Capital Measures set out in Coastal Change
Management Plans by the IDG Coastal Change, and
subsequent management and coordination of
community works by the OPW (R10)

Promotion of Promotion of Nature-based Solutions
by the IDG Coastal Change (R11)

. Most appropriate measures and mechanisms
required to support a managed retreat by the IDG
Coastal Change (R15)

Recommendations of the Inter-Departmental Group on National
Coastal Change Management Strategy (IDGR)

@ national Coastal Change Monitoring Programme by the OPW (R3.a)

@ Coastal Defence Asset Database by the OPW (R4.a)

@ Fast Coastal Erosion Database for reporting historic erosion by the OPW (Ré.c)
@ Coastal Monitoring and Data Collection by the OPW (R3.a)

@ Coastal Aerial Imagery and LIDAR Survey (CALS) Programme by the OPW (R3.a)

STRATEGN
MANAGEMENT OF

COASTAL CHANGE

e L

Q Invulnerable locations, local authorities and State agencies to engage
with local communities to identify the most effective solutions (R8.a)

@ Local autherities, in statutory plans, including the LA Climate Action Plans required under the Climate Act,
continue to identify potentially vulnerable locations that could be affected by coastal change (R8.b)

@ National Set of Coastal Change Management Plans by the IDG Coastal Change (R9.b)
@ 5patial Planning Guidelines by the DHLGH with policy direction to Planning Authorities in coastal areas (R12)

Estimated Completion Date

@ Existing prior to the IDGR

@ short-Term 2026 to 2027
Medium-Term 2028 to 2030

@ Long-Term 2031 onwards

) 1CPSS by the OPW
@ shoreline Change Assessment by GSI

National Coastal Erosion Hazard
Mapping by the OPW (R6.a)

Mational Coastal Erosion Risk Assessment by the
OPW (R6.3)

Identify Areas of Potentially Significant Coastal
Change Risk by the OPW (R6.e)

-. Assess and appraise technical options for Areas of
Potentially Significant Coastal Change Risk by the
OPW (RT.a)

Figure 9.2 Cyclical approach to strategic management of coastal change in Ireland. Source:

CARO (2020), Figure 2, p.9.



QLLSCOILNA GAILLIMUHE Managing Coastal Risks in Ireland:
UNIVERSITY oF GALWAY Towards strategies that itegrate planned coastal relocations

There are multiple overlaps between the proposed coastal change adaptation framework developed in this study
for coastal planned relocations (Figure 9.1) and the CARO (2026) coastal change management strategy (Figure
9.2). Stage la links with the strategic management steps Map and Assess (shoreline change; erosion mapping;
erosion risk; identily risk areas). Stages 2 and 4 link with the strategic management step Plan (coastal change
management plans; spatial planning). Stages 3a and 3b link with the strategic management step Assess (assess and
appraise technical options). Stage 5 and 1b links with the strategic management steps Implement (capital measures;
management and coordination of community works).

The CARO (2026) framework will support local authority staff in addressing coastal change management issues
through evidence-based planning and response. Councils will be seeking clear national direction on how Coastal
Change Management Plans should be embedded in the planning hierarchy. The planning system 1is not yet
equipped for relocation projects and there 1s real concern that without guidance and new zoning categories,
planning authorities cannot legally or practically support relocation strategies. The CCMA Planning and Land Use
Committee reiterated that there is consensus across all councils that Ireland urgently needs a national coastal
change management framework that can provide (1) clear national policy on coastal erosion, flooding, and sea
level rise; (2) a legislative basis for planned relocation, land acquisition, compensation, and service withdrawal; (3)
nationally consistent planning guidance (e.g., Section 28 Guidelines to standardise coastal change planning policy
nationwide or to override local development plans); and (4) clarity of defined roles and responsibilities among
OPW, local authorities, MARA, government departments, and other agencies.

Councils will be seeking clear national direction on how Coastal Change Management Plans should be embedded
in the planning hierarchy. The planning system 1s not yet equipped for coastal relocation projects and there 1s real
concern that without guidance and new zoning categories, planning authorities cannot legally or practically support
relocation strategies. These are all complex facets of planned relocation that will need to embedded within a
coastal change adaptation framework.

The decision tree in Figure 9.1 starts with a science-driven risk assessment of the built environment in a coastal
unit. The built environment includes human structures and systems supporting daily life (buildings,
communication, cultural heritage, recreational, transport infrastructure, water services infrastructure) as applied in
the NCCRA (2025). These assets include, but are not limited to, residential and commercial buildings,
transportation networks (roads, bridges, railways, ports, airports), utility infrastructure (energy stations and
transmission lines, water treatment plants, pipelines, telecommunication infrastructure), tourism infrastructure,
agricultural land and cultural and heritage sites (archaecological sites, religious sites and graveyards).

Detailed risk assessments should consider the level of consequence if the risk were to occur different climate
scenarios for the current (present to 2030), mid-century (2050) and late century (2100) periods.

This exercise is resource intensive and will have inherent uncertainty, especially as timelines extend to 2100.
However, these assessments are the ultimate drivers for subsequent decisions (Stages 2-5). Based on scoring from
pre-determined indicators, the risk to the built environment in each coastal unit is based on three determinants of
risk (hazard, exposure and vulnerability) similar to the NCCRA (2025) and EU CRA (European Environment
Agency 2024). The rankings (catastrophic, critical, substantial and limited) inform the coastal and land
management policy in Stage 2. The risk assessment should be reviewed every 5-10 years. Subsequent changes in
risk can trigger changes in the management options.

It is noted that the OPW have already started work that would progress Stage 1A and in support of Strategic Pillar
2 (Understanding the Risk and Identifying Potential Technical Risk Management Options') in the IDGR
(Government of Ireland 2023). A Pillar 2 Working Group was established in 2024.

A full assessment of the data availability and data gaps 1s required within the context of a framework that extends
100 years. Short-term baseline data needs include, but is not limited to, elevation, shoreline type, asset locations,
coastal change, wave climate, storm surge extent and depth to assess near-term exposure, vulnerability and
adaptation interventions. Longer-term (mid- to late-century) require trend data, projections (sea-level rise, climate
change impacts), morphological change potential, and modelling of how physical parameters evolve (shoreline
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retreat, asset loss scenarios). The combination of historical data, monitoring and projections helps in scenario
planning and potential costs for different management response options (Step 3a) for decades ahead.

The OPW commissioned a review of the methodologies available and data requirements for estimating long term
coastal erosion in Ireland to predict future shoreline positions for a range of sea level rise scenarios. The report
(Jacobs 2022) concludes that the required datasets are generally available in Ireland but some obstacles exist to
site-specific predictions - which is critical when assessing management intervention such as planned relocation or
hold the line, dichotomic options within the coastal adaptation spectrum. These include, but are not limited to:

Compile a national inventory of coastal defence data

Compile historic and contemporary shoreline positions to estimate shoreline change
magnitude, rates and trends

Monitor and project rates of sea level rise using existing tide gauge network

Project the rates of relative sea level rise using climate modelling

Collect beach profiles in locations vulnerable to erosion impacts

Expand the wave monitoring network

Collect high resolution (<10m) bathymetric data every 1-5 years to connect offshore to land for
all soft sediment coastal regions

High cadence satellite imaging should be used to extract shorelines, tidal lines and other
topographic parameters in the future

Integrate studies and relevant existing knowledge between key stakeholders and data owners,
most notably public sector research institutions, government agencies, regional and local
counclls, and environmental consultants.

Implementing these recommendations to centralise data from multiple government agencies and other interested
parties 1s a focus of the Pillar 2 Working Group (in line with Recommendation 3 of the Coastal Change
Management Strategy Report (2023), and the OPW 1s identifying and collating data in partnership with
stakeholders such as Geological Survey Ireland, Marine Institute, Met Eireann, EPA, and Tdilte Eireann. It is
immportant that outputs be published in Climate Ireland’s national adaptation platform organised by the EPA. This
platform displays the coastal erosion and general information on coastal adaptation options, for example, that can
support Stage 1B.

Concurrent with the assessment of existing coastal assets at risk, there are significant expansion plans for
infrastructure in coastal areas to service Offshore Renewable Energy (ORE), especially port facility expansion,
electricity transmission networks and energy storage. How Phase 1 ORE Project Sites, ORE. projects under the
South Coast Designated Maritime Area Plan for Offshore Renewable Energy (SC-DMAP) and ORE projects
under the forthcoming National DMAP for ORE are serviced through resilient infrastructure in coastal areas
(taking into consideration climate adaptation needs) is an example of considering future planned assets in terms of
the vulnerability. Through the inter-departmental steering group for coastal change management, greater
coordination and guidance through the planning system for all stakeholders working in planning, policy and
strategic level project delivery in coastal and maritime locations 1s sought to help future proof Stage 1A “Built Risk
Assessments.

Under ideal conditions, managed retreat is a coordinated, voluntary, and equitable process of relocating people,
structures, and infrastructure from vulnerable coastal areas in response to chronic erosion or repeated flooding. In
practice, however, managed retreat is a highly complex adaptation strategy for governments. People have
continued to occupy coastal zones despite the risk. In doing so, their value of cultural identity and place-based
benefits outweigh the perceived personal losses (Costas et al. 2015). Therefore, local perceptions of risk can
substantially differ from those of policymakers, managers, insurers, and scientists, complicating the
implementation of managed retreat. Achieving consensus (accepting there will seldom be full agreement) requires
negotiation and compromise among stakeholders and recognition of tipping points, where existing management
options are no longer feasible. Engaging communities to measure adaptive capacity requires co-production of
knowledge, inclusive participation, and iterative learning. This approach not only generates more contextually valid
risk assessments but also strengthens the very factors—assets, flexibility, social organization, learning, and agency—
that underpin resilience and reduce vulnerability (Cinner et al. 2018). Implementing this process requires
participatory data collection and monitoring that encourage community-led assessments that can integrate local
and traditional knowledge and lived experiences with technical scientific data. By applying adaptive learning cycles
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(plan - act - reflect - adjust), it allows co-designed coastal change management options to be continually evolve,
builds trust in a governance system based on inclusive decision-making, and refines the understanding of what
strengthens or undermines community resilience.

This stage should also consult with the business community and workers who depend on safe access to the sea and
coastal Infrastructure to service their maritime activities (inclusive of seafood and fisheries, coastal tourism, future
ORE sector employers). In addition to homes and buildings, disruption to accessibility to piers and maritime
transport will impact livelihoods and essential lifelines to island communities. The managed retreat and potential
re-location of facilities and infrastructure for access to the maritime area will have wide impacts that require
consultation and consideration. This approach will be supported by NMPF policies for a thriving maritime
economy and social engagement with the sea.

Stage 2. Coastal And Land Management Policy

The choice of which coastal protection strategy to implement 1s context- and place-specific. Making informed
decisions requires a comprehensive assessment of available options, considering their potential to enhance long-
term protection, their ecological and socio-economic impacts, and their effectiveness in addressing sea level rise,
extreme weather, and evolving societal needs. Across many jurisdictions, this 1s broadly understood to mvolve a
suite of approaches - for example, the five outlined in Table 1.4 within the IDGR (Government of Ireland, 2023) -
that more-or-less mimic other jurisdictions, e.g., SMP’s in the UK.

Different parts of the Irish coast experience varying levels of risk from erosion and flooding and contain diverse
social, economic, and environmental assets, necessitating tallored management responses for each coastal unit.
Coastal cities, ports, and industrial facilities contain high-value assets and dense populations, necessitating (mostly)
engineering protective measures. Less populated and/or ecologically sensitive zones may be better suited to
managed relocation or managed realignment, balancing protection with cost-effectiveness. The management
response for every coastal unit should be clear and should be re-visited over time or as pre-determined thresholds
are exceeded (e.g., erosion rate; flood inundation depth; sea level rise; % damage to property) triggering a policy
response.

Stage 2 1s an opportunity to strengthen the coordination of coastal change management planning (a forward
planning approach) at national, regional and local level with land use and maritime spatial planning, ensuring that
coastal areas vulnerable and at risk, and measures to manage coastal change, are i1dentified and are a priority
consideration for plans, policies and projects in coastal locations. The planning of projects to deliver onshore
infrastructure essential to deliver and connect with ORE (which may have a long-term horizon) and
water/wastewater infrastructure, for example, needs to be informed by long term coastal change processes and
necessary adaptation measures if being planned along highly vulnerable coastlines.

Stage 3a. Affordability & Cost Assessment

Worldwide, there 1s a clear shift towards Managed Realignment (including retreat) as a preferred coastal
management option, with many areas that are previously designated for ‘Hold The Line’ in short term (0-50 years)
now moving towards Managed Realignment or No Active Intervention in longer-term policy (50-100 years). This
trend indicates a growing emphasis on Managed Realignment as the sustainable approach to coastal management
and the recognition of the limitations of traditional hard engineering solutions. Planned relocations and managed
realignment projects can have high upfront costs requiring significant initial expenditure on land acquisition,
compensation for property owners, infrastructure relocation, and planning (Table 9.1). These costs are immediate
and visible, whereas the avoided costs and added benefits accrue over decades, making it less attractive politically.
To justify managed retreat, Government must redefine “value” in terms of safety, coastal and marine resilience,
and ecological renewal over generations (50-100 years). This shift requires both political reframing (retreat as long-
term transformation, not short-term loss) and economic reform.

Stage 3a should take into consideration future planned infrastructure assets (e.g., Offshore Renewable Energy) and
consider the high costs and value of such strategic infrastructure (such as ports, transmission grids, etc.) if future re-
location or changes were required. The high costs associated should be a strong justification on the need to
coordinate future planning for coastal change management with strategic infrastructure provision in coastal areas.
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Adaptation strategies can involve significant investment so knowing which assets are at risk for coastal hazards
enables local authorities to assess trade-offs between protecting, relocating, or abandoning infrastructure. An audit
identifies which assets are exposed and vulnerable, enabling decision-makers to prioritize interventions and
allocate resources effectively. Such an audit supports cost-benefit and risk analyses, informs the sequencing of
short- and long-term adaptation measures, and helps prevent cascading social, economic, and environmental
impacts from interconnected infrastructure failures. Additionally, it enhances stakeholder engagement by
providing transparent information on local risks and facilitates legal, policy, and financial planning, including
regulatory compliance, funding allocation, and equitable relocation or protection programs. By establishing a
comprehensive understanding of what is at risk, a national audit ensures that adaptation strategies are proactive
and evidence-based. Sharing audit results with communities and businesses promotes awareness of local risks and
1s needed to guide the consensus-building participatory platform described 1n Stage 1B. around adaptation
priorities.

Table 9.1 Overview of technical feasibility, environmental acceptance and aflordability of different management option over time.

Time period i Technically Environmentally Affordable?
feasible? acceptable?

Hold the line
High renewal costs

Hold the line
Upfront costs

Short-term repair affordable;
Option for urban areas

Potential funding gap

Hold the line

Not sustainable long-term

Managed
realignment

Needs accommodation space. Major
works needed to implement. Low
maintenance costs. Potential
funding gap but substantial avoided
costs and substantial added benefits

Managed
realignment

Upfront costs

Managed
realignment

Upfront costs

Once-off costs

Managed
retreat

Option for rural areas mostly. Major
costs needed to implement. No
maintenance costs. Potential funding
gap but substantial avoided costs
and (limited?) added benefits

Managed Once-off costs

retreat

Managed Once-off costs

retreat

Accelerating coastal erosion poses an escalating threat to our national infrastructure, housing, cultural heritage, and
natural ecosystems. Many assets are located in low-lying coastal areas that are increasingly exposed to erosion and
mundation. However, in Ireland the extent, value, and timing of these risks remain poorly quantified, limiting the
effectiveness of adaptation planning. The interdepartmental group 2023 report presents an audit of infrastructure
and assets potentially at risk in Ireland from coastal erosion. The report considered coastal erosion data published
in the Irish Coastal Protection Strategy Study (ICPSS) commissioned in 2003 and completed around 2013. This
national study used aerial photographs of the coast (c.1973-75, 2000 and 2006) to compare shoreline positions
over time in order to determine a rate of change (annualised erosion rate) and map future shoreline positions
(2030 and 2050) under the assumption that the estimated erosion rates remain constant. The analysis did not
explicitly include projected changes in climate (sea level rise, increased storm frequency) for the baseline erosion
rate maps or the extent of coastal defences. The predicted erosion maps were not designed for site-by-site
assessments and therefore deemed unsuitable in an assessment of assets at risk. The most relevant data for assets
at risk derives from two published reports by Fingal County Council (2017) and the CARO (2022). The CARO
(2022) report contain results from a survey of the nineteen coastal local authorities and included a comparison
with the 2017 report. A summary of the reported findings is presented in Table 1.2. There are significant Ireland-
wide knowledge gaps (or non-reporting issues) of current and future impacts of erosion on coastal properties and
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infrastructure. As an early step of any proactive approach to managing coastal change, an initial assessment of the
rates of erosion now and into the future should be undertaken to inform a risk assessment to identify areas
potentially requiring action (Government of Ireland 2023, 51). We do not yet know the scale of the assets at risk
today or in the future from coastal risks in sixteen counties with coastlines. The Government of Ireland requires a
much more comprehensive analysis of coastal vulnerabilities under different climate change scenarios.

Other estimates indicate that defence structures protect less than 4% of the Irish coastline (Devoy 2008). Since
2009, there have been very few large-scale coastal protection projects, with most funding directed toward smaller-
scale works under the OPW’s Minor Flood Mitigation and Coastal Protection Scheme (Devoy et al. 2021;
Paranunzio et al. 2022). It is noteworthy that the interdepartmental group 20283 report reviewed the available asset
audit data and surmised that "1 is not deemed appropriate to provide specific numbers of properties or assets at
risk" (p.52). This 1s a significant knowledge gap for planning coastal management options in Ireland.

The National Local Authority Survey (CARO, 2022) concludes that:

> Coastal erosion & coastal change is recognised by respondents as an important issue for coastal
local authorities with the majority of local authorities acknowledging that coastal erosion is
worsening. There has been a significant increase in numbers of roads and properties at risk
which will only escalate further due to an increase in extreme weather events. As a result, there
has been increased pressure of Local Authority resources in responding to erosion events and
the majority of respondents see this work increasing in the future.

> Accessing and securing funding for projects is seen by respondents as being the top impediment
n progressing coastal erosion and coastal change projects. Other challenges facing local
authorities are inadequate staff resources, lack of expertise, lack of guidance, often complex
environmental regulation compliance, inadequate baseline information and poor stakeholder
buy-in.

> Further work in developing and establishing a national baseline inventory (location & condition
of existing coastal defences and areas/ infrastructure vulnerable to coastal erosion for example),
1s seen by many respondents as crucial in informing the actioning of priority work areas.

There is a clearly stated requirement for Local Authority-focused guidance, systems and training to allow for
consistency 1n approach to deal with coastal erosion and coastal change issues within the Local Authority sector.
The survey responses and subsequent feedback from the Project Working Group have confirmed that there are
key areas that should be considered when developing a Guidance Document (Table 9.2). It is noted that a Local
Authority-focused guidance document on Coastal Erosion and Coastal Change is being developed by the CAROs
to meet the needs of the Local Authority sector, and nearing publication.

Table 9.2 Scoping report key recommendations in CARO (2022).
Description

The pending Local Authority-focused guidance document on Coastal Erosion and
Coastal Change should meet the needs of the Local Authority sector. This document
can also prove a key resource to all planning authorities, planning practitioners,
engineers, developers and other sectors.

Training will be required to accompany the rollout of the guidance document to
ensure its effective use.

CARO is best placed to harness existing stakeholder relationships (Local Authority
sector and key stakeholders) and undertake the task of drafting and rolling out the
Guidance and accompanying training to ensure the most effective outcome

A similar funding approach to the Guidance for the Local Authority sector (Climate
Adaptation for Regional and Local Roads) could be explored for this project to
secure funding from the relevant agencies and departments (DHLGH) to ensure
sufficient resources are put in place for its successful and timely delivery.
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Existing effective working relationships fostered during Phase 1 of this project should
be maintained and further developed to ensure successful delivery of Phase 2: the
delivery of guidance and training on Coastal Erosion and Coastal Change.

There will be opportunities to undertake additional agreed tasks that could harness
the specialised coordinating role of the CAROs in the Local Authority sector e.g., an
Inventory of all Coastal Defences vulnerable to coastal change or similar tasks
identified by the Interdepartmental Steering Group and/or Department of Housing
Local Government and Heritage

Stage 3b. Funding

This 1s beyond the scope of the project but we recommend the Interdepartmental Group on Coastal Change
(IDG) consider reviewing the Pathfinder and CTAP funded programmes described in Chapter 7. Strengthening
links between the IDG and wider climate-governance forums, such as the Climate Action Programme Board
(CAPPB), the Climate Action Delivery Board (CADB), and, where appropriate, the Cabinet Committee on
Climate, the Environment and Energy, may help ensure wider visibility of emerging fiscal, regulatory and delivery
risks. From a Department of Finance perspective, any future consideration of funding models, including options
such as levies, adaptation funds, or buyout structures, would require careful assessment of fiscal sustainability,
Exchequer exposure, market impacts and regulatory feasibility. The IDG could engage further with the NTMA to
consider how align financing architecture, regulatory design, and market-risk management with funding options for
manage retreat and coastal change management.

Previous climate adaptation measures associated with inland river flooding can provide insights into the logistics of
undertaking “once-off” relocation schemes. The 1996 Humanitarian Aid Home Relocation Scheme provided
financial assistance to seventeen households to relocate at a total cost of c.€1M (Turbidy et al. 2022). The 2010
Humanitarian Aid Home Relocation Scheme provided financial assistance to twenty households to relocate at a
total cost of ¢.€4M (Turbidy et al. 2022). The 2017 Voluntary Homeowners Relocation Scheme provided
financial assistance to twenty-four households to relocate at a total cost of ¢.€10M (O’Donnell, 2024). The latter
was packaged as a national scheme of humanitarian assistance, targeting aid at those worst affected properties
during the flood events in Winter 2015/2016, for which there are no alternative feasible measures. The offer made
was non-negotiable and based on the cost to the local authority of providing a home with a similar number of
bedrooms (up to a maximum of 4 bedrooms) by reference to the Local Authority Acquisition Cost Guidelines
and Unit Cost Ceilings issued by the DHLGH. The offers included some costs associated with relocation,
mcluding legal costs. The existing house had to be demolished and the site returned to an agricultural or
appropriate condition.

Stage 4. Climate Adaptation Planning

This step involves assessing risk in priority areas at a more granular level, identifying adaptation options, and
determining adaptation actions and future pathways (including where people relocate to, when relocation 1s an
option).

What? Preparation of a local adaptation plan (LAP), based on risk assessment, which assesses adaptation options
and decides on an adaptation package or pathway. This may include planned relocation, which will set out where
people move to and what happens to the land relocated from. Actions for implementing the LAP, and who 1s
responsible, are identified, as well as monitoring and review requirements.

Decision maker. Adaptation Committee made up of appropriate members.

Community engagement. Community panel consisting of people representative of the local community, to advise
Adaptation Committee.
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National support. National direction on all aspects of LAP process, including community engagement, options
assessment methodologies, and setting signals and triggers for adaptation measures (including planned relocation).

Output. Adaptation designation in plans or natural and built environment.

Monitoring and review. LLAPs reviewed as signals & triggers are achieved (or event occurs) in accordance with LAP
monitoring & review requirements.

The County and City Management Association (CCMA) and local authorities will play a key role in planning
relocation projects. Local authorities currently lack statutory powers, clear mandates, and funding mechanisms to
implement relocation or major coastal adaptation measures. In this regard, local authorities need to be supported
by strong primary legislation and national funding schemes in order for them to be able to assist central
government. The CCMA identified a number of cases where stronger alignment with the planning system 1is
needed to manage coastal change and implement planned relocation.

* Development plans currently lack objectives and zoning mechanisms to support planned relocation.

¢ Setback lines, elevation thresholds, and coastal risk zoning need national policy direction.

* Tension between compact growth policies and need to relocate communities inland.

* Need for specific planning tools to prevent inappropriate development in high risk zones.

* Development plans operate on 10 year cycles and are misaligned with rapidly changing coastal risks.

* Transport infrastructure has not yet been fully integrated into national coastal risk planning.

Substantial investment will be needed to increase the technical capacity within local authorities. Without additional
resources, guidance and training (e.g., expertise in coastal geomorphology, coastal engineering, climate risk
analysis, and adaptation planning; dedicated staffing; clear technical guidance) local authorities cannot implement
complex coastal change and/or relocation programmes.

Stage 4 1s an opportunity to support the coordination of forward planning for coastal change management
measures within terrestrial and maritime spatial planning. This stage has a focus on local level adaptation planning
but it is equally important to broaden the scope to consider the strategic importance of all coastal infrastructure
(e.g., ORE and other sectors including ports and shipping, seafood and fisheries, coastal tourism, water and
wastewater, transport and connectivity to islands inter alia) for our State and peripheral and urban regions. The
integration of climate adaptation and coastal change management also needs to occur at these levels to give
support and a mandate to local level climate adaptation actions to safeguard essential infrastructure. For example,
land-sea planning integration through coordinated Designated Maritime Area Plans, Regional Spatial and
Economic Strategies (which address regional level coastal matters), City and County Development Plans, where all
successfully aligned, can support local adaptation plans where it seeks to protect and future proof maritime and
coastal infrastructure.

This step involves implementing the package of adaptation actions, monitoring change, and reviewing actions
against the changed conditions over time.

‘What? The implementation of the actions identified in the LAP, using various existing and new adaptation
implementation tools. A new adaptation designation provides the mechanism to implement actions using the
planning system. A relocation programme directs preparation for relocation (enabling actions), active relocation,
and the steps to be applied to the land relocated from.

Trigger. A relocation programme can be prepared without a local adaptation plan if directed by government or
following an event or local request.

Decision-maker. Adaptation committee to prepare relocation programme and assign responsibilities.
Implementation taskforce within government will approve relocation programme.

Community engagement. Public engagement process to run throughout the relocation programme, but no ability
to re-litigate the decision to relocate. Formal process for submissions to be made on a draft relocation programme
and a hearing held before the programme is finalised. There 1s excellent precedence in Ireland for community
engagement, including the deliberative democracy mechanisms used in Citizens” Assemblies to bring about
constitutional change or to implement the Nature Restoration Regulation. Similarly, the OPW’s National
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Catchment-based Flood Risk Assessment Programme examined flood risk, and possible measures to address the
risk, in 300 communities throughout the country, of which 90 were coastal.

Output. Relocation programme. Dispute resolution services for disputes relating to the logistics of relocation
implementation.

Monitoring and review. Relocation programme to be reviewed annually.

It 1s noted that political favouritism (clientelism) can potentially undermine the trust in coastal relocation policies
in Ireland by influencing who receives compensation based on political power and connections rather than
objective risk. Turbidy et al. (2022) reviewed the 1996 and 2010 relocation schemes and noted (p.524-525):

“(T)here is evidence that in both istances of relocation in Galway, the ease of access to financially assisted
relocation depended upon political connections and networks. This appears to be associated with the framing
of relocation as a discretionary policy and the latitude for (in)action which this creates for political actors, as
well as to the clientelistic nature of the Irish political system (Kitchin et al. 2012). Consequently, political
clientelism emerges as a salient issue in understanding access to Irish relocation schemes”.

To minimise clientelism when planning and undertaking coastal relocation schemes in Ireland, decision-making
must be based on transparent, rules-based systems and policy eligibility. Standardised compensation formulas
should be implemented so that all homeowners in similar risk categories receive equivalent payments based on
objective criteria such as property value and level of risk exposure. Clarifying the policies and rules is a necessary
prerequisite to enable realistic cost estimations and consistent implementation. However, some controlled
flexibility is still necessary to address unique local circumstances and ensure socially sensitive outcomes.
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CONCLUSIONS & OBSERVATIONS

For Ireland’s coastal zones, where exposure and vulnerability are high from rapidly rising sea levels, chronic
erosion and more frequent and higher storm surge flood inundation, adaptation strategies such as planned
relocation must now be seriously considered and embedded within governance and climate adaptation
frameworks. Relocations are necessary when other adaptation strategies are no longer providing sufficient
protection from coastal risks. In Ireland, coastal relocation policy needs to transition from the phase of awareness
to the design of actual plans, the creation of statutory frameworks within which to deliver them, and the
coordination of actions at local government and community levels. Unequivocally, the success of coastal
relocations plans will rely on strong cooperation and coordination between different government departments and
the effected communities. This study examined international policy and case studies of managed retreat to assess
what lessons can be learned to inform future equivalent policy in Ireland.

The report concludes that the following measures should be considered prior to the implementation of coastal
relocation schemes in Ireland.

Planned relocation should be integrated imnto new Coastal Change Management Plan’s (CCMP)
for Ireland that include a choice of the following five management response options (planned
relocation; managed realignment; hold the existing line; advance the line; no active intervention).
The CCMP’s should identify the preferred response option for discrete coastal units of coastline
Ireland-wide for three different time periods: current (0-20 years), mid-century (20-50 years) and
late century (50-100 years). Development of the CCMP’s can align with the UK Shoreline
Management Plan’s (Environment Agency 2025). This phased, century-long approach to coastal
management provides clarity to local authorities and communities of where, why and when
planned relocation is being implemented. It provides longer lead-in times to plan relocations and
land-use changes. National coordination is essential, to integrate and embed coastal change
management strategy mto multiple government departments and agencies, align technical
expertise, and identily dedicated funding mechanisms.

The CCMP information should be easily accessible to the public, especially for people with lower
levels of educational attamnment, through an open-access online platform at an appropriate scale
(parcel boundaries) with local information readily accessible. This transparency is critical to
support inclusive, evidence-based, and participatory decision-making processes. Ireland could
look to the ‘Find the Shoreline Management Plan’ in England and Wales (DEFRA 2025) as a
practical example. However, imsurers could potentially also use this erosion and flood risk
formation as a basis for refusing cover. This requires further consideration.

Ireland can draw on Scotland’s evolving proactive approach to managing long-term coastal erosion
risks, especially their new initiatives that (1) provide guidance and resources for Scottish local
governments (Coastal Change Adaptation Plan (CCAP) Guidance (Scottish Government 2023)),
(1) build a policy-focussed national coastal change evidence base (Dyvnamic Coast 2025a) and (ii1)
provide substantial funding to implement pathfinder (demonstration) projects (Coastal Change
Adaptation Fund (CCAF) (Dynamic Coast 2025b)). Ireland does not have coastal change plans
(see measure #1); 1s building a coastal change evidence base (see measure #9); and does not yet
have dedicated funding to initiate pathfinder schemes but has plans to do so (see measure #17).

International reports of eflective or ‘good’ practice for coastal relocations highlight key priorities
for success: legal and policy frameworks, governance and istitutional arrangements, financial
support and compensation mechanisms, social and cultural impacts, logistical considerations, and
community engagement approaches. One outcome of this report is a proposed Coastal Change
Adaptation Framework that integrates CCMP’s with these priority areas providing a sequence of”
rationale for decisions and actions spanning policy to practice. The framework emphasizes the
importance of a multi-annual to decadal phased approach for planned relocation projects. It
begins with Stage 1, an initial risk assessment (‘understanding adaptation’); Stage 2, policy
selection for each coastal unit covering three imeframes (current, mid-century, late-century); Stage
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8, an aftordability assessment to evaluate implementation costs and potential funding sources;
Stage 4, planning; Stage b, implementation and monitoring (‘undertaking adaptation’).

Instead of a single, rigid plan, the Dynamic Adaptive Pathways approach sets out multiple
potential pathways' or actions to manage coastal change. The switch from one pathway to another
1s determuned by pre-agreed ‘trigger points. The Dynamic Adaptive Pathway Approach provides a
Hexible framework for managing future uncertainty eftectively. Application of this approach can
De seen in case studies in New Zealand and Scotland.

Coastal adaptation should have a focus on local level planning but it is equally important to
broaden the scope to consider the strategic importance of all coastal infrastructure (e.g., ORE and
other sectors mcluding ports and shipping, seatood and fisheries, coastal tourism, water and
wastewater, transport and connectivity to islands mter alia) for our State and peripheral and urban
regions. The itegration of coastal adaptation and coastal change management needs to occur at
these levels to safeguard essential infrastructure. For example, there are significant expansion
plans for infrastructure in coastal areas to service Oftshore Renewable Energy (ORL), especially
port facility expansion, electricity transmission networks and energy storage. Land-sea planning
ntegration through coordinated Designated Maritime Area Plans, Regional Spatial and Economic
Strategies, City and County Development Plans, where all successtully aligned, can support local
adaptation plans where it secks to protect and future proof maritime and coastal infrastructure.

We do not yet know the scale of the assets at risk today or in the future from coastal erosion in
sixteen counties with coastlines. There are significant Ireland-wide knowledge gaps (or non-
reporting issues) of current and future impacts of erosion on coastal properties and infrastructure.
The CARO (2022) report on a survey of local authority’s states that 2,279 properties (data from
eight local authorities) and ¢.570km of roads (date from six local authorities) are currently at risk.
The number of properties at risk rises to 4,446 by 2025. The majority of local authorities
acknowledge that coastal erosion is worsening. As an early step of any proactive approach to
managing coastal change, an updated assessment of assets at risk to erosion now and into the
future should be undertaken to inform coastal change and relocation policies. The Coastal
Defence Asset Database under progress in the OPW is critical to identity site-specific adaptation
options including planned relocation.

It is essential the Government of Ireland establishes clear climate indicators (signals or warnings)
and trigger points with coastal change management options. Signals serve as early indicators of’
changing environmental conditions and trigger points define the pre-determined thresholds (e.g.,
erosion rate; flood iundation frequency and/or depth; 9% damage to property) at which time a
relocation policy is mitiated. These mechanisms enable timely decision-making, reduce
uncertainty, and promote accountability. Signals and triggers should be developed through a
combination of scientific data and community consultation as proposed in New Zealand (Expert
Working Group on Managed Retreat 2023; Scottish Government 2025).

Advances i climate science now provide robust global and regional projections of coastal
hazards, but we still have knowledge gaps in Ireland in several key climate variables (downscaled
sea level rise projections) and geophysical hazards (downscaled coastal erosion projections). These
gaps are obstacles to assessing century-long coastal risks and operationalizing robust Coastal
Change Management Plan’s so that there 1s public confidence in decisions that mandate
relocation. Ongoing research in Ireland is filling these gaps. This imcludes Geological Survey
Ireland’s work on risk assessments and mapping historic coastal change through programmes such
as the National Assessment of Coastal Change Risk (due 2028), National Shoreline Change
Assessment (SCA) (due 2026-2027) and National Assessment of Coastal Vulnerability to Sea
Level Rise (prlot complete; final publication dependent on SCA results) (GSI 2025); the OPW’s
Predictive Coastal Erosion Hazard Mapping (due 2028) identitying the location and extent to
which areas of the Irish coast may be prone to coastal erosion in the future (2050, 2080, and
2130); and Met Eireann’s TRANSLATE programmes (2021 - 2029) (Met Eireann 20%53),
developing high quality, standardised national projections for Ireland, from annual to decadal
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timescales, and scalable climate services to be mtegrated within the National Framework for

Climate Services (Met Eireann 2025b).

Ireland lags in coastal planning. Coastal flood risk is governed as a national problem but coastal
erosion risk is treated as a local inconvenience, despite both risks occurring in response to the
same coastal processes and climate drivers. Erosion should be treated as a whole of Ireland
problem.

The policy recommendation from the UK is that coastal erosion and landsiide risk should be
mcluded as material information in property transactions and prospective homebuyers should be
mformed if a home falls within the risk zone in any of the scenarios projected in the National
Coastal Erosion Risk Map (NCERM). Like the UK, there is currently no legally mandated
requirement in Ireland for sellers to disclose coastal erosion or flood hazards when selling a
property. Risk disclosure falls under the buyer’s obligation to perform their own due diligence. It
may be beneficial to investigate introducing a requirement for mandatory hazard disclosure
reports in future property transactions in Ireland, ensuring that buyers are fully informed and
assume any associated risks when purchasing a property (.e., buy the risk). However, this
approach also warrants careful consideration as it may not be legally viable in Ireland nor is 1t
known how this would impact both the insurance market or the housing market. For example,
msurance companies could potentially use this information as a basis for refusing cover.

Coastal management in Ireland should prioritise a managed retreat strategy within a broader
system-based framework, recognising that erosion and landslides are natural and essential
processes for sustaining coastal environments. Rather than attempting to universally prevent
erosion, policy must support the continued movement of sediment within coastal cells to maintain
beaches and natural defences. A cell-based, system-wide approach should guide decision-making,
ensuring that interventions in one location do not disrupt sediment supply or increase erosion risk
elsewhere. This approach supports a transition from resisting coastal change to adapting to 1t
enhancing restlience in the face of climate change and sea-level rise. Ultimately, Irish coastal
policy must balance human use with the need to maintain dynamic, functioning coastal systems.

The simplest funding model for relocation is a humanitarian response triggered by a ‘once-off’ or
‘extreme’ event. Previous government responses to extreme inland river flooding provide msights
nto the logistics of undertaking relocation schemes. The 1996 Humanitarian Aid Home
Relocation Scheme provided financial assistance to seventeen households to relocate at a total
cost of c.€IM. The 2010 Humanitarian Aid Home Relocation Scheme provided financial
assistance to twenty households to relocate at a total cost of c.€4M. The 2017 Voluntary
Homeowners Relocation Scheme provided financial assistance to twenty-four households to
relocate at a total cost of c.€ 10M. These funding models are humanitarian responses triggered by
floods. Similarly, the Defective Concrete Blocks Grant Scheme (c.€2.7B estimated costs i 2022)
n response to structural problems aflecting ¢.5000 homes caused by defective concrete blocks
containing excessive amounts of mica or pyrite Is a humanitarian response. Relving on reactive
emergency funding is unpredictable whereas a long-term strategy for coastal relocations enables
the Government of Ireland to plan proactively and allocate public finds money more efficiently as
climate impacts worsen. Ireland currently lacks a dedicated financial or funding mechanism for
coastal and inland planned relocations. This absence limits choices for long-term adaptation
strategies, leaving coastal assets mcreasingly exposed to escalating risks. To overcome this
challenge, the Government of Ireland should explore different financial services to fund property
buyouts. This exploratory work can be informed by financial services being trialled in the Coastal
Loss Innovative Funding and Financing (CLIFF) programme in the UK.

Cost-Benefit Analysis models used to assess planned relocation costs and/or compensation i
Ireland should be anchored in the market valuation of aftected assets but should also mclude (1)
future avoided costs (property loss and/or damage; disaster relief: avorded msurance payouts;
social impacts), (i1) added benetfits (e.g., ecosystem services such as coastal protection or enhanced
habitat; public amenities) and (i11) more intangible cultural heritage and community values to
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create more equitable processes. The OPW uses Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA) to assess the
potential impacts of climate change for flood relief schemes. The MCA integrates infrastructure,
social, ecological, cultural heritage, and ethical criteria and links with an Adaptation Pathway
Process. Further investigation is warranted if this technical methodology can be adopted for the
relocation of coastal assets.

Clear policy guidance 1s needed on the treatment of difterent property types to ensure fairness
and fiscal sustainability as well as a detailed consideration and analysis of the implications of
planned relocation for the Irish property market. International practice differentiates
owner-occupied homes (principal places of residence), second/holiday homes, commercial
buildings, and short-term rentals, ofien with value caps and greater risk borne by second homes.
Clarity on this 1ssue and the issue of compensation for loss of land is required for Irish policy.
Non-compensation of second homes would be a very contentious issue if implemented i Ireland.

Any future consideration of funding models, including options such as levies, adaptation funds, or
buyout structures, will require careful assessment of fiscal sustainability, Exchequer exposure,
market impacts and regulatory feasibility.

International experience, particularly from New Zealand, Scotland, England & Wales, USA and
other jurisdictions, demonstrates that pathfinder (or demonstration) schemes accelerate readiness
by testing processes, refining implementation tools, building public trust and providing critical and
practical evidence to guide other relocations. By implementing similar schemes, Ireland will
advance the mvestiment and policy commitments of the Programme for Government 2025
‘Securing Ireland’s Future’, specifically in relation to the National Coastal Change Management
Strategy and the rollout of pathfinder schemes in key coastal areas. Adopting elements of the
UK’s past and current coastal transition programmes (Coastal Change Pathfinder Programme
(2009-2011); Coastal Transition Accelerator Programme (live)) will help move Ireland’s planned
relocation policy from concept to delivery.

A report on the impact of coastal erosion on communities in the UK concludes that learnings
from therr coastal transition programmes (Pathfinder and CTAP) in a few selected pilot areas
should be rapidly scaled up to provide financial assistance and relocation support for properties at
r1sk from erosion and landslides nationwide.

Momnitoring, reporting and evaluating the pathfinder schemes builds an evidence base of empirical
observations and unique practitioner experience (resources needed; technical gurdance;
compensation mechanisms; participatory processes; training climate ready taskforces) and lessons
to inform other relocation projects and develop practical bespoke tools.

The Irish planning system Is not yet equipped to process relocation projects and there is real
concern that without gurdance and new zoning categories, planning authorities cannot legally or
practically support relocation strategies. The County and City Management Association (CCMA)
reiterated that there is consensus across all councils that Ireland urgently needs a national coastal
change management framework that can provide (1) clear national policy on coastal erosion,
flooding, and sea level rise; (2) a legislative basis for planned relocation, land acquisition,
compensation, and service withdrawal; (3) nationally consistent planning guidance (e.g., Section 28
Guidelnes to standardise coastal change planning policy nattonwide or to override local
development plans); and (4) clarity of defined roles and responsibilities among local authorities
OPW, MARA, government departinents, and other agencies.

Integrating planned relocation to existing planning frameworks is challenging but necessary,
requiring a whole of Government coordinated approach that balances social, economic,
environmental and health considerations. A dedicated taskforce or iter-departmental group
(IDG) with the requisite technical skills is required to coordinate the vertical and horizontal
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ntegration processes. The relevant climate adaptation plans operate at multiple scales: at the
national level, there is the National Adaptation Framework (Department of Climate, Energy and
the Environment 2024) and the Climate Action Plan (Department of Climate, Energy and the
Environment 2025); at the sectoral level, there are Sectoral Adaptation Plans covering Agriculture,
Forestry and Sealood (Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine); Biodiversity
(Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage); Built and Archaeological Heritage
(DHLGH); Water Quality & Water Services Infrastructure (DHLGH); Transport Infrastructure
(Department of Transport); Electricity and Gas Networks (Department of Climate, Energy and
the Environment, DCEL); Communications Networks (DCEE or prior equivalent); Flood Risk
Management (Office of Public Works); Health (Department of Health); and Tourism
(Department of Enterprise, Tourism and Employment); at county and city levels, there are 31
Local Authority Adaptation Plans; and at the community level, implementation is guided by Local

Area Plans.

Multple government departiments and agencies would benefit from the establishment of a formal,
legislated framework so that planned relocation can be integrated into existing and extensive
climate adaptation processes. Decision makers need to have the legal tools (statutory powers) to
make decisions transparently and fairly, ensure consistency across the country, and give effect to
those decisions (for example, to acquire land, fund relocation, or restrict future development in
high-risk areas). These steps can be guided by the exemplar policy report for managed retreat in
New Zealand (Expert Working Group on Managed Retreat 2025). The OPW has been
designated by Government as the national lead coordinating body for the assessment of coastal
change hazards and risks and the assessment of technical options and constraints. The
Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage is responsible for charring the
Interdepartmental Steering Group on Coastal Change Management. A Legislation Working
Group, chaired by the OPW, was established under the Inter-Departinental Steering Group on
Coastal Change whose objective is primarily to review existing legislation. These steering groups
can have a pivotal role i designing and implementing planned relocation policy.

Relocation policy and plans should extend beyond environmental and engineering considerations
to address the social, cultural, and community impacts of relocation and land-use change. In the
Irish context, this necessitates the involvement of several departments whose mandates intersect
with the lived realities of relocation. Specifically, the Department of Rural and Community
Development and the Gaeltacht (protecting cultural heritage and Gaeltacht identities), the
Department of Culture, Communications and Sport (oversees the protection and presentation of”
Ireland'’s cultural assets) and the Department of Social Protection (ensuring social fairness and
financial protection) each hold statutory responsibilities that make them essential actors m a whole
of Government approach to planned relocation and should have representation on the IDG
tasked with operationalizing planned relocation policy. The financial implications of planned
relocation will require coordination with the Department of Finance and the Department of’
Public Expenditure, Infrastructure, Public Service Reform and Digitalisation.

A National Local Authority Survey (2022) found that coastal erosion and coastal change are
important issues for coastal local authorities with the majority of local authorities acknowledging
that coastal erosion 1s worsening. Accessing and securing funding for projects is seen as being the
top impediment in progressing coastal erosion and coastal change projects. Other challenges
facing local authorities are inadequate staff resources, lack of expertise, lack of guidance, ofien
complex environmental regulation compliance, inadequate baseline information and poor
stakeholder buy-in. Substantial investment will be needed to increase the technical capacity within
local authorities. Without additional resources, guidance and training (e.g., expertise mn coastal
geomorphology, coastal engineering, climate risk analysis, and adaptation planning; dedicated
statling; clear technical gurdance) local authorities cannot implement complex coastal change
and/or relocation programmes. It is noted that a Local Authority-focused guidance document on
Coastal Erosion and Coastal Change was published by the CARO (2026) to meet the needs of the
Local Authority sector. Training will be required to accompany the rollout of the gurdance
document to ensure its effective use.

Reframing managed retreat as planned relocation positions this coastal change adaptation

response option as a strategic, proactive process rather than a reactive or loss-driven measure.
This term has more potential to improve public and political acceptance, encourage collaborative

72



QLLSCOILNA GAILLIMUHE Managing Coastal Risks in Ireland:
UNIVERSITY oF GALWAY Towards strategies that itegrate planned coastal relocations

planning with communities, and aligns with international climate adaptation frameworks (c.g.,
Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change).

Negative media coverage can heighten community anxiety, amplily misinformation, and create
social tensions around planned relocations. Misleading reporting can contribute to unnecessary
resistance and turn broader public sentiment against affected residents. Sensationalised coverage
of property loss further deepens distress and erodes trust in the process. To minimise these risks,
proactive communication strategies including timely information, coordinated messaging, and
media engagement protocols should be tegrated into Ireland’s relocation policy and plans from
the outset.

In particular, planning mechanisms informed by extensive community consultations are
highlighted as a key requirement to support planned relocations of at-risk properties.

To conclude, we share one of the take home messages from the Wilshire et al. (2026) paper that discusses, in
particular, the threats of sea level rise, storm surges and flooding for the island of Ireland:

The careful, community-driven and state-supported, landward relocation of people and infrastructure will be
required in certain coastal areas i the future to achieve climate resilient socio-ecological coastal systems and
maintain high quality of life and human well-being. The financial impacts of this on those people affected, the
community and the State need to be planned for and resourced appropriately; costs are often lower than the
long-term burden associated with upgrading hard infrastructure.

This message offers compelling independent confirmation of the observations and interpretations outlined in this
report.
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