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Executive Summary 
Social Justice is an increasingly important policy consideration for the Scottish Government, particularly in relation to 

Climate Justice. Currently, spatial planning and risk management decisions within Scotland do not typically take 

account of the relative disadvantage of socio-economic groups across coastal communities. especially in relation to 

how coastal erosion. Flood Risk Management Appraisals have included Social Vulnerability since 2016.  For the first 

time in the UK, using Scotland as an exemplar, this work aims to couple anticipated erosion risk with consideration of 

the social vulnerability of {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ communities, to produce Coastal Erosion Disadvantage maps.   

Key findings of this study are: 

¶ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ coastal communities are generally only slightly less socially vulnerable than the Scottish average, but 

coastal communities have a slightly higher proportion of the most socially vulnerable groups. 

¶ The National Coastal Erosion Disadvantage map shows that under an IPCC Climate Change άIƛƎƘ 9Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ 

{ŎŜƴŀǊƛƻέ όI9{ w/P8.5), and assuming no future maintenance of coastal defences, 37% of the residential property 

anticipated to be affected by coastal erosion are within data zones classified in the top three categories of 

vulnerability according to the Social Vulnerability Classification Index (SVCI) developed here.  

¶ 67% percent of socially vulnerable properties that are anticipated to be at coastal erosion risk by 2050, are 

currently undefended.  

¶ Local authorities with higher Coastal Erosion Disadvantage include East Lothian, South Ayrshire and Argyll & Bute. 

¶ The analysis presented here is based on the combination of data devised through the SVCI, and measures of 

anticipated coastal change identified by Dynamic Coast 2.  

¶ The Coastal Erosion Disadvantage maps also highlight a need to consider the effects of coastal erosion and erosion-

related flooding on smaller communities particularly in island groups such as Orkney and the Western Isles. 

Although island communities often exhibit higher than average levels of social resilience, the limited availability 

of resources and critical services (such as road networks, local General Practices, grocery stores and workplaces), 

means that loss of access to services or lifeline routes could have a significant effect.  

¶ This Coastal Erosion Disadvantage Mapping assessment brings parity with Mapping Flood Disadvantage (Scottish 

Government, 2015). This initial assessment will act as a catalyst of further in-depth place-based assessments to 

examine in greater depth the vulnerability of coastal communities to anticipated coastal erosion and erosion-

induced flooding, and what improvements can be made. 
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Introduction   
Communities are increasingly engaged in discussions related to the climate emergency (for example, the Scottish 

DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ψ.ƛƎ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ /ƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ), however, these mainly focus on emissions reductions with discussions on 

adaptation being less common. Recent RESIL Risk research (http://orca.cf.ac.uk/129452/1/resilrisk -FINAL-ONLINE.pdf) 

identified that people are increasingly concerned with climate change, and that storms and flooding remain the highest 

perceived risks, prompt high levels of concern, and are seen to be likely to increase in the future. The wellbeing of the 

most vulnerabƭŜ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ о ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ 

for protection. However, coastal planning decisions within Scotland do not currently consider the current and/or 

future socio-economic profiles of coastal communities in terms of relative disadvantage to coastal erosion or to 

erosion-related flooding. The work presented here aims to consider the anticipated erosion risk (based on the 

anticipated erosion mapping produced by Dynamic Coast 2) alongside the Social Vulnerability Classification Index 

(SVCI), adapted from the Coastal Erosion Vulnerability Index (CEVI), developed by Fitton et al. (2018). These are then 

combined with anticipated erosion to show Coastal Erosion Disadvantage in Scotland.   

Recognition of the social vulnerability of coastal communities to coastal erosion is an important knowledge gap since 

over the next century, Climate Change is likely to result in the acceleration of coastal erosion rates and thus increased 

risk to communities. The Scottish Government completed a   Mapping Flood Disadvantage assessment in 2015, but 

did not consider coastal erosion or combined flood and erosion risk (https://www.gov.scot/publications/mapping-

flood-disadvantage-scotland-2015-main-report/pages/8/). IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛƴ нлмт {9t! ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ άtƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ Vulnerable 

!ǊŜŀǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŦƻǊ ŜǊƻǎƛƻƴΦ {ŀȅŜǊǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ όнлмуύ ŦƭƻƻŘ Ǌƛǎƪ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ 

coastal erosion. A key recommendation of Dynamic Coast 1, the National Coastal Change Assessment (Hansom et al, 

2017: p. 44), ǿŀǎ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ άto establish whether linkages exist between social vulnerability and coastal erosion and 

coastal flooding vulnerabilityέΦ Both social justice and climate justice are key emerging issues of concern for the 

Scottish Government (Fitton et al 2018; Scottish Government 2020) and provided the impetus for the Dynamic Coast 

2 study reported here. This report aims to provide an ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ 

communities to coastal erosion. Dynamic Coast erosion data from the recent past and modern day is projected 

forwards to predict the anticipated erosion by 2050 (including the anticipated influence of relative sea level rise on 

erosion).  Social vulnerability has been mapped, using the latest Census data from 2011 and the latest data from the 

Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (2016 & 2020).  The SVCI uses existing academic and policy literature concerning 

coastal erosion and flooding vulnerability to identify key indicators of social vulnerability to coastal erosion and 

flooding. It builds upon previous considerations of social vulnerability related to coastal erosion (Fitton et al., 2018) 

and flooding (Kazmierczak et al., 2015; Lindley et al., 2011a and 2011b; Wade et al., 2005). In doing so, the SVCI 

indicators go beyond consideration of deprivation related indicators as the primary factors governing social 

vulnerability to coastal erosion to consider context specific factors that would govern the ability of communities to 

response to coastal-related flooding events, for instance, the presence of an aging population. It should be noted that 

the Coastal Erosion Disadvantage map produced here differs from that developed by Fitton (2015), which used 

http://orca.cf.ac.uk/129452/1/resilrisk-FINAL-ONLINE.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/publications/mapping-flood-disadvantage-scotland-2015-main-report/pages/8/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/mapping-flood-disadvantage-scotland-2015-main-report/pages/8/
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9ȄǇŜǊƛŀƴΩǎ aƻǎŀƛŎ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘ 5ŀǘŀǎŜǘΦ This report aims to describe how the Coastal Erosion Disadvantage map was 

devised, detailing how the social indices have been selected and mapped for Scotland, thereby allowing social 

vulnerability issues to be considered within the Dynamic Coast project. The methodology described has value beyond 

Scotland since it uses a transferable and scalable methodology to map Coastal Erosion Disadvantage.  

Coastal Erosion Disadvantage Mapping 

Accelerated rates of coastal erosion, exacerbated by climate change and impacting on a relatively densely populated 

coast (Fitton et al., 2018), makes consideration of the resilience of coastal communities to climate change a pressing 

question. Historically, little consideration has been given to the need to consider the impact of coastal erosion in any 

assessment of the socio-economic vulnerability of coastal communities. Consequently, global understanding of the 

relative resilience of communities to coastal erosion and of coastal erosion-related flooding (hereafter grouped 

togeǘƘŜǊ ŀǎ άcoastal erosionέ) is limited.  

As is the case with other environmental hazards, such as flooding (Wade et al., 2005) and heatwaves (Lindley et al 

2011a), assessing the relative vulnerability of communities likely to experience coastal erosion-related hazard is an 

important and useful exercise. Socio-economic factors govern community level vulnerability and resilience to hazard. 

Providing an understanding of the situations that individuals occupy within differing spatial contexts enhances the 

ability of governments and local authorities to prepare for and respond to such events.  

In a novel attempt to assess what makes people vulnerable at the coast, Fitton et al. (2018) set out to develop the 

CEVI, using Scotland as a test case. This identified land assets and people who would be at high risk of coastal erosion, 

relying upon socio-spatial indicators of vulnerability (for example, health, age and income).  The coincidence of 

anticipated coastal erosion and social vulnerability allow disadvantaged communities to be identified (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1 Coastal Erosion Disadvantage is the consideration of the combined characteristics of the Social Vulnerability of a community and the 
coastal erosion risk. The diagram outlines the input data used for each. Note the baseline coastal erosion assessment is based on a High Emissions 
/ƭƛƳŀǘŜ {ŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ŀƴŘ ŀ ΨŘƻ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎΩ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ, alternative management approaches are also shown (Table 9 show presence 
of coastal defences).  
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A key cautionary point is that whilst the social vulnerability is based on current (2016/2020) data, the coastal erosion 

risk data is that anticipated by 2050. Unavoidably, the current social data lags the anticipated erosion data by 30 years 

and thus it is especially important for current and future development planning processes to use the Dynamic Coast 2 

results to inform planning and development application decisions to minimise future social risks being amplified 

between now and 2050 and beyond. The report conclusion includes a summary of significant findings and 

recommendations for policy and future research.  

Methodology 

Defining Coastal Erosion Disadvantage: coupling social vulnerability & erosion risk 

Within this study, we draw upon Sayers et al.Ωǎ (2017, p.ii) definition of flood vulnerability, risk and disadvantage 

ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎƛƴƎ ά/ƻŀǎǘŀƭ 9Ǌƻǎƛƻƴ 5ƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜέ ŀǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ understanding of both άƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŦƭƻƻŘ 

ŘƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜέΣ ŀƴŘ ƻŦ άǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎέΦ Fitton et al.Ωǎ όнлмуύ 

characterisation of social vulnerability as the likelihood of being affected by a hazard is adopted here. Vulnerability is 

thought of as an individual or group capacity to i) anticipate; ii) cope; iii) resist + recover from an event (Twigg 2001). 

Within Fitton et al. (2018), vulnerability is measured in terms of sensitivity (degree of effect on individual/household) 

and resilience (degree of change any άǎȅǎǘŜƳέ Ŏŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎǘŀȅƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ǎǘŀǘŜύ ǘƻ any coastal 

erosion hazard. However, vulnerability is a quality that exists even if exposure to a hazard is not present; for this 

reason, the mapped result of vulnerability as presented below includes the coast but also extends inland from the 

coast. Understandings of socio-spatial vulnerability to flooding and climate change have recently expanded in the UK. 

For example, the Neighbourhood Flood Vulnerability Index (NFVI) (Sayers et al., 2018) (Figure 2) builds upon previous 

studies of socio-spatial vulnerability (Kazmierczak et al., 2015; Lindley et al., 2011a; Lindley and O'Neill 2013; Sayers et 

al., 2017) to determine five dimensions of socio-spatial vulnerability (susceptibility, ability to prepare, ability to 

respond, ability to recover and community support). These five dimensions identified initially by Lindley et al. (2011a) 

and subsequently developed by Sayers et al. (2017, 2018) helped develop the domains and subdomains that are used 

within the development of the Coastal Erosion Disadvantage map here. Lindley et al (2011a: 2ς3) originally defined 

their approach to determining socio-spatial vulnerability ŀǎ ŀ άΩŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜέ. Their approach 

includes consideration of dimensions of well-ōŜƛƴƎ άŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ όŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎύ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ƴǳǎǘ 

be able to achieve and things they can do or be (functions), in contrast to traditional resource-based measures of 

wellbeing, for example, ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻƳŜέΦ  {ǳŎƘ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ, arguably, has the potential to provide 

a more realistic analysis of the factors likely to govern a community's ability to respond to environmental forces.   
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Figure 2: Neighbourhood (fluvial) Flood Vulnerability Index (Sayers et al, 2018) 

Developing a Social Vulnerability Classification Index to underpin the Coastal Erosion Disadvantage 

map  

A mixed-methods approach was used to determine a set of indicators needed to produce a map of social vulnerability 

for Scotland. Dynamic Coast explored the existing UK approaches to assessing community vulnerability to flooding, as 

well as identifying ways of assessing social vulnerability to a range of flooding types. A literature and policy 

documentation review enabled identification of ways in which social vulnerability to coastal erosion might be 

perceived and an understanding of the factors that might impact on the vulnerability of communities and individuals 

within them. It also enabled an appreciation of the key aspects (specific to coastal erosion) that needed to be included 

within any development of indices and their subsequent mapping to anticipated coastal erosion. From this more 

general literature review, key studies were chosen as the basis for identifying the key domains that enhance or reduce 

social vulnerability to coastal erosion (Fitton et al., 2018; Kazmierczak et al., 2015; Lindley et al. 2011b; Sayers et al., 

2018; Wade et al., 2005) and subsequent use for the Disadvantage mapping.  

The literature review demonstrated the utility of a vulnerability model that delineated a series of domains and sub-

domains as an effective way of capturing the key factors relating to the societal vulnerability to coastal erosion. For 

ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ƻŦ ōǊŜǾƛǘȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ Ψcoastal eǊƻǎƛƻƴΩ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ name of the Social Vulnerability is excluded from the 

remainder of the report and the term SVCI results. To develop the SVCI we used seven domains, 18 sub-domains and 

22 potential indicators. The chosen domains are detailed in Table 1. Indicator selection was based upon the availability 

of open-source data, the rationale for the inclusion of the specific sub-domain/ indicator, and the removal of 

duplication between indicators.  
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Table 1: Social Vulnerability Classification Index (SVCI) (continued on next page) 

 

Domain 

 

Sub-domain 
Indicators (attribute name) 

ά5ƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅέ ƻŦ indicator (i.e. 

greater than mean = more/less 

vulnerable) 

References 

Population 

Total Population Total population (Total_population) 
More vulnerable Required for SIMD/ Census result 

contextualisation 

Number of Children People under 5 years old (age_4_less) More vulnerable Fitton et al, 2018; Lindley et al, 2011b 

Number of Elderly 

people 
People 75 years or older (age_75_over) 

More vulnerable Fitton et al, 2018; Kazmierczak et al, 

2015; Lindley et al 2011b; Sayers et al, 

2018; Wade et al, 2005 

Physical and mental 

health and wellbeing 

Physical Health 
Limited day to day 

activity (Activ_limit_sum_adjust) 

More vulnerable Fitton et al, 2018; Kazmierczak et al, 

2015; Lindley et al 2011b; Sayers et al, 

2018; Wade et al, 2005 

Mobility No car (no_car) More vulnerable Fitton et al (2016) 

Mental Health Depression % (HlthDprsPc) More vulnerable Lindley et al 2011b 

Cohesive and 

Connected 

Communities 

Community 

Engagement/ social 

isolation 

Single person households (One person 

household) 

More vulnerable Kazmierczak et al, 2015; Lindley et al 

2011b; Sayers et al, 2018; Wade et al, 

2005 

Primary School Age 

children (primary_school_child) 

More vulnerable 
Sayers et al, 2018 

Information Use 
English language 

skills (Limit_Eng_lang_adjust) 

More vulnerable Kazmierczak et al, 2015; Lindley et al 

2011b; Sayers et al, 2018; Wade et al, 

2005 

Social cohesion Crime (CrimeRate_2020) 
More vulnerable Kazmierczak et al, 2015; Lindley et al 

2011b; Sayers et al, 2018 

Skills, education and 

training 

Education Education attendance (EduAttend_2016) Less vulnerable Fitton et al 2018 

Skills and lifelong 

learning 
No qualifications (EduNoQuals_2016) 

More vulnerable 
Fitton et al 2018; Lindley et al 2011b; 
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Domain 

 

Sub-domain 
Indicators (attribute name) 

ά5ƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅέ ƻŦ indicator (i.e. 

greater than mean = more/less 

vulnerable) 

References 

Economic Prosperity 

Income/ expenditure 

Long-term 

unemployed (Longterm_unemploy) 
More vulnerable 

Fitton et al, 2018; Lindley et al 2011b; 

Wade et al, 2005 

Dependent children households no 

employed adult (No_work_parent_tot) 

More vulnerable 
Sayers et al, 2018 

Employment 
Employment 

deprivation (Employment_rate_2020) 

More vulnerable 
Sayers et al, 2018 

Sustainable 

communities 

Tenure 

Social rented 

households (Social_rent_total_adjust) 

More vulnerable Fitton et al 2018; Kazmierczak et al, 

2015; Lindley et al 2011b; Sayers et al, 

2018; Wade et al, 2005 

Private rented 

households (Priv_RentFree_adjust) 

More vulnerable 
Fitton et al 2018; Lindley et al 2011b 

Physical Access 
People working >30km from 

home (Worktravel_30km_plus) 

More vulnerable Kazmierczak et al, 2015 

 

Geographical access to 

services 

Public transport travel time to GP, Post 

Office, retail (Ave_PT_Services_2020) 

More vulnerable 
Lindley et al 2011b; Sayers et al, 2018 

Remoteness Building Density (Building_Density_km2) More vulnerable Fitton et al 2018 

Physical assets Housing 

Mobile home (Mobile_home) 
More vulnerable Kazmierczak et al, 2015; Lindley et al 

2011b; Sayers et al, 2018) 

Overcrowded 

households (overcrowded_rate_2020) 

More vulnerable Overcrowding is expected to detract 

ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜΦ 
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In identifying the selected domains, in contrast to previous vulnerability assessments, descriptive headings have been 

ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ άŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎέ ǘƘŀǘ [ƛƴŘƭŜȅ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнлммŀύ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦied as central to the 

understandings of social vulnerability. The SVCI developed here seeks to consider both mental and physical health 

factors, partly addressing the observation of Fitton et al. (2018) that mental health was not well accounted for within 

existing assessments of social vulnerability to environmental hazards. Consideration of insurance held by individuals, 

commonly included within social vulnerability to flooding assessments, for example, Lindley et al. (2011a) was omitted 

from the domains. This is because coastal erosion per se is not routinely covered by insurers; erosion-enhanced 

flooding is covered but assumes the building itself remains unaffected by direct erosion. Also omitted is consideration 

of loss of physical transport assets such as road and railway networks, as these are measured here indirectly, via 

ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά{ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ SVCI. Moreover, a road network analysis by local 

authority area was carried out in Dynamic Coast 1 and the SVCI results here usefully extend and can be linked to this 

important earlier work. 

Data Sources 

Given the currency and availability of freely accessible datasets, a combination of the most recent {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ Census 

data (2011) and Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) data from 2016 and 2020 was used within this study. 

This is a similar approach to previous studies of flooding and climate change across the UK (Kazmierczak et al, 2015; 

Lindley et al 2011b; Sayers et al, 2018; Wade et al, 2005).  

Spatial resolution adjustment method   

Several of the socio-economic indicators selected for the SVCI from the Scottish Census (2011) datasets contain 

sensitive data, therefore the data was publicly published in less-specific spatial units: Council Areas (CA; total number 

(n) = 32) and Detailed Characteristic Postcode Sectors (DC; (n) = 866). This difference in spatial scale required a άspatial 

resolution adjustment methodέ to be derived to adjust these larger spatial unit datasets (CAs and DCs) into consistent 

Data Zone units. The method assumes that the characteristics of a given indicator are spread evenly across an area, 

and hence can be adjusted to any given area (i.e. Data Zone units), if the relative percentage of areas can be calculated. 

The workflow of the method is detailed in Figure 3.   
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Figure 3: Spatial resolution adjustment method ς workflow diagram. 

Cross-correlation checks  

To identify unintentional weighting towards correlated variables, each indicator was checked against all other 

variables using Spearman correlation to identify strong correlations (both positive and negative). Using a threshold of 

± 0.85 (Willis et al., 2010) several indicators were identified with strong correlations and, where there was a known 

reason for such correlations, these indicators were removed or changed (dates, sources etc.). These correlation checks 

were an iterative process with updated lists of indicators and re-tested to determine if the change resulted in further 

strong correlations. Several strong correlations were not removed since there was no obvious known reason for the 

correlation existence (Table 2). 

Table 2: Variables with strong (> ± 0.85) correlations ς retained in model 

Indicator 1 (attribute name) 
{ǇŜŀǊƳŀƴΩǎ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻ-

efficient 
Indicator 2 (attribute name) 

Limited daily physical activity 

(Activ_limit_sum_adjust) 
0.917 

Limited English Language 

(Limit_Eng_lang_adjust) 

Limited daily physical activity 

(Activ_limit_sum_adjust) 
0.923 

Persons in social rented properties 

(Social_rent_total_adjust) 

Limited daily physical activity 

(Activ_limit_sum_adjust) 
0.892 

Persons in private rent or rent-free properties 

(Priv_RentFree_adjust) 

Limited English Language 

(Limit_Eng_lang_adjust) 
0.894 

Persons in social rented properties 

(Social_rent_total_adjust) 

Limited English Language 

(Limit_Eng_lang_adjust) 
0.919 

Persons in private rent or rent-free properties 

(Priv_RentFree_adjust) 

No formal qualifications 

(EduNoQuals_2016) 
0.873 

Unemployment rate 

(Employment_rate_2020) 
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Variable standardisation and classification method  
To summarise the 22 individual socio-economic vulnerability indicators into a single classification index (1 ς 6) for each 

Data Zone (Table 3), an established methodology (Fitton et al 2018; Kazmierczak et al, 2015) was applied using domains 

and z-scores.  Figure 4, each of the indicators was standardised using z-scores (Step 1) and each domain for a summary 

of indicators in each domain). Note that equal weighting was applied to all the indicators based on the number of 

indicators in a given domain (Step 2; e.g., 4 indicators in a domain, weighting coefficient = 0.25). The domains were 

then standardised again using z-scores (Step 3), which were then summed together to create an overall vulnerability 

value (Step 4). This value was once again standardised (Step 5), and then classified into the SVCI.  

Table 3: 6-class SVCI ς class ranges and description.  

Class 

Number 
Class range (summed overall z-scores) Description 

1 z > 2 Highly vulnerable 

2 1 < z >= 2 Moderately vulnerable 

3 0 < z >= 1 Slightly vulnerable 

4 -1 < z >= 0 Slightly resilient 

5 -2 < z >= -1 Moderately resilient 

6 z <= -2 Highly resilient 

 

 

Figure 4: Variable standardisation and classification method - workflow diagram. 
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Coastal buffer zones and areas of anticipated erosion 

Multiple coastal buffer zones were created at a national scale using both MHWS1 (Mean High Water Springs) and other 

Dynamic Coast 2 outputs. These buffer zones were used to identify properties across Scotland that lie close to the 

coast and may be impacted by coastal erosion and flooding. The following scenarios are detailed below:   

1. Within 25 and 50 metres of MHWS (2 separate datasets) 

2. Within Dynamic Coast 2 (Work Stream 2) erosion prediction zones.  

The Dynamic Coast 2 prediction zones identify areas of potential future erosion, based on both past historic MHWS 

change (i.e., areas of known past erosion) and changes anticipated under future sea level rise as depicted by the 

modified Bruun Rule model used in Dynamic Coast 2. Dynamic Coast 2 modelled the rates of erosional change (i.e., x 

metres per year) by decade forward to 2050 and 2100. However, given the likely pace of intervening social change 

over the next 80 years or so, projections of social vulnerability to 2100 was deemed unreliable and not used here. 

These erosion polygon areas were also limited by the Coastal Erosion Susceptibility Model (value between 40ς100 

CESM; Fitton et al., 2016) to ensure erosion is halted when bedrock is encountered and so any predicted future 

erosional extent only relates to erodible (i.e. soft) shores only. It is important to note erosion modelling has been 

undertaken in areas where a natural shoreline exists (ie a natural beach, or a natural beach in front of defences). 

Erosion modelling approaches (developed and reported in the Work Stream 2 Report) cannot be deployed on heavily 

engineered shores (where MHWS line rests against an artificial structure). Where these defences are known, we have 

ƳŀǇǇŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ΨŘŜŦŜƴŘŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǳƴŘŜŦŜƴŘŜŘΩ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘial property. These zones could 

be vulnerable to future erosion risk depending on the condition, maintenance and design life of these defences. For 

further detail on the methods, see Work Stream 2 report. The Dynamic Coast 2 polygons were subdivided into three 

further sub-polygons as follows:  

a. Erosion Area: defined as the area of actual or highly probable erosion within the given timeframe (in this case 

2050); 

b. Erosion Influence: the area where some assets may suffer negative but indirect impacts from coastal erosion 

since (wave thrown debris for example or slope instability) they are or will be situated close to MHWS; 

c. Erosion Vicinity: the area that includes assets (in this case residential properties) that may be indirectly 

affected by the coastal erosion/loss of other assets respectively (such as loss of an access road) (Fitton et al., 

2018). This category also informs the number of people who perceive impacts of climate change nearby. 

As outlined in the Work Stream 2 report, the anticipated coastal change information cannot be used at individual 

property levels, due to general nature of the coastal positions used tidelines and smoothing of results. Nevertheless, 

they provide regional (rather than detailed) assessment of generalised change anticipated under certain climate and 

                                                           

1 hǊŘƴŀƴŎŜ {ǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ aŀǎǘŜǊ aŀǇ aI²{ όǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нлмфύΦ 
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management scenarios. To appraise the social disadvantage resulting from exposure to erosion, it is necessary to 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨōǊƛŘƎŜΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ƻŦ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ (i.e., anticipated erosion) to the societal 

data. Residential property is the obvious dataset, but it is acknowledged here that this is an imperfect proxy. Such an 

approach assumes socio-economic uniformity across Data Zone areas (amongst other limitations), and ignores key 

services and lifeline transport links, but its use here may be justified to provide an initial insight and catalyst for further 

research. It is also worth noting that this is an initial assessment and further analysis could be undertaken, for example, 

to consider the risk of erosion the road networks supporting coastal communities. Whilst this has not been done in 

this project, these are the sorts of research questions than can be asked in follow-up work.  

The rationale for the various coastal buffer zones (MHWS and Dynamic Coast 2) was to identify, not only properties 

directly impacted by a given coastal erosion event, but also those properties that would be close to an affected area 

and which may incur further damage or inconvenience to residents due to secondary effects (i.e. coastal flooding). 

Such an approach also provides a societal impression of how many people across Scotland may have ŜǊƻǎƛƻƴ ΨƴŜŀǊōȅΩ 

and prove valuable in societal perceptions of climate change impacts. The initial starting point was the 25-metre buffer, 

determined as a reasonable maximum landward extent of direct impact from a single erosion event. This was based 

on general observations of damage done behind protected artificial coasts. It is possible that other coastal types (soft 

or hard and mixed) could be differentially impacted. A further buffer zone at 50 metres was identified to establish 

residential properties which may be impacted by secondary effects. It should be clarified that analysing the impact of 

coastal flooding was considered secondary in this analysis since coastal flooding has been the focus of other studies 

(e.g., Kazmierczak et al, 2015). All MHWS coastal buffers were subsequently clipped to include only areas landward of 

the September 2019 OS MHWS, using a closed polygon dataset derived from the MHWS line and the English border 

derived from the Data Zone boundaries.  A further buffer zone was created in the final stage of identifying locations 

of clusters of properties within the Dynamic Coast 2 erosion prediction areas. This was created by first merging the 

Erosion Area and Erosion Influence zones. This was then intersected with areas that are deŜƳŜŘ άŘŜŦŜƴŘŜŘέ ōȅ ŀ 

variety of artificial structures (e.g. seawalls) to identify areas that remain undefended by artificial structures and hence 

at even more at-risk.  

Property analysis  

To link vulnerability classifications to individual residential properties, building footprint data was used (see page 14 

regarding property level assessments). This approach differs from previous approaches (e.g. Kazmierczak et al, 2015), 

by using building footprints that partially intersect the coastal buffer zone described above and aligns closely with the 

Scottish Environment Protection AƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ό{9t!ύ 2018 National Flood Risk Assessment exercise (NFRA) (footprints 

sourced from Ordnance Survey MasterMap Topography Layer product). This more accurately identifies properties that 

fall within the coastal buffer zones than approaches using the central point of a property (which were used ƛƴ {9t!Ωǎ 

2012 NFRA exercise). This step generated the number of residential properties within (or intersecting with) the coastal 

zone buffer. The SVCI focuses on residential dwellings only to enable a holistic understanding of the impact of coastal 
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erosion on current communities. Nevertheless, non-residential properties were partially included when considering 

the Building Density variable (Sustainable Communities domain, Table 1) to account for available space to 

rebuild/recover after an event. IŜǊŜ άǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴέ ƻŦ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜƛƴ ƻƴƭȅ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

building concerned is included in the assessment. This means that, in the case of the non-residential building density 

variable, it was necessary to take the central point of the building as a reference point, which resulted in the partial 

inclusion of the buildings in question. This was seen as the most accurate way of considering available space for 

rebuilding, given that the properties concerned were currently non-residential. 

The next step was to locate residential property footprints that fall within the coastal buffer zones and identify their 

vulnerability, using the GIS attribute vulnerability classifications. A ΨSelect by LocationΩ operation was run to ensure 

that a whole building footprint was selected, rather than just the άǎƭƛǾŜǊέ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ of an intersect. A general overview 

of the workflow is shown in Figure 5, with this procedure repeated for local authority areas (* symbol). The spatial join 

to attribute buffer attributes to properties was undertaken for the two MHWS buffers (# symbol).  
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Figure 5:  Workflow diagram showing the attribution of SVCI data to properties (thereby creating coastal erosion disadvantage), coastal buffer 

zone property selection & analysis, plus spatial distribution heatmapping analysis.  

The spatial distribution of properties selected within each Data Zone (especially those with social vulnerabilities) was 

also analysed using aggregated counts for Data Zones for each of the erosion prediction zones as well as other 

combinations. A regional scale analysis was also done for local authorities to identify those more relatively impacted. 

Finally, heatmapping shows the Coastal Erosion Disadvantage by identifying clusters of properties selected within the 

various erosion prediction zones with these property clusters weighted towards those with lower (more vulnerable) 

Social Vulnerability classifications. For example, two areas with a similar number of nearby properties, but one area 

with greater social vulnerability would be ranked higher than another with a similar number of properties but a more 

resilient social vulnerability classification. This mapping was continuous around the whole coast of Scotland and 

termed here a άƘŜŀǘmapέ, to indicate the continuous nature of the social vulnerability exposure to coastal erosion. 

The methodology behind such a national scale analysis is demonstrated using two main exemplar focus areas (on the 

South Ayrshire and East Lothian coasts) where the methodology leading to different Coastal Erosion Disadvantage 

classifications is explored further. It is worth noting that only current properties were assessed rather than future risks 

from any planned developments that may be located in zones of risk; it is thus recommended that Local Authorities 

use these and other Dynamic Coast data to assess future development plans.  

Results summary 

The following section outlines some initial findings emerging from the Coastal Erosion Disadvantage analysis in three 

parts. Part 1 considers the characteristics of coastal areas in terms of social vulnerability, focusing upon major Scottish 

cities as well as the Super Sites of Dynamic Coast 2. Part 2 examines the distribution of properties identified to be at 

risk of coastal erosion events, focusing particularly upon coastline characteristics and residential property type. Part 3 

analyses the spatial distributions of both social vulnerability and at-risk properties on the Scottish coast to identify 

Coastal Erosion Disadvantage.  

As previously discussed, this study uses two main types of buffer zone to identify at risk properties on the Scottish 

coast: MHWS buffer variants, and the Dynamic Coast 2 2050 erosion areas. This separation aims to emphasise the 

difference between potential erosion across the entire coast (two MHWS buffers) and the anticipated erosion 

modelled for the soft coast areas (Dynamic Coast 2 2050 erosion prediction zones). The separation also allows for a 

more meaningful analysis of the results, given the variable sample sizes across the buffer zones.  

Part 1: Coastal areas and Social Vulnerability  

Figure 6 and Table 4 demonstrate that, according to findings emerging from SVCI analysis, there are no significant 

differences in the social vulnerability of those living within coastal Data Zones (in Data Zones identified as being within 

50 m of MHWS) and the Scottish population as a whole. When compared, the coastal Data Zones sample exhibits a 

similar distribution in terms of shape, mean and standard deviation of classifications, and relative classification 
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percentages to the National Data Zone population. Considering the ǘƘǊŜŜ άmore ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ in Figure 6 and 

Table 4 (i.e., άƘƛƎƘƭȅέΣ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜƭȅέ ƻǊ άǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜέύ пп҈ of Data Zones are classified nationally, whilst only 

39% of those Data Zones deemed coastal. Cƻŀǎǘŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ άƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜέ 5ŀǘŀ ½ƻƴŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ м҈ 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴǿƛŘŜ ŘŀǘŀΣ ōǳǘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ о҈ ƭŜǎǎ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜέ ŀƴŘ άǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ 

ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜέ ŎƭŀǎǎŜǎ ŜŀŎƘΦ hŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ рс҈ άǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘέ Data Zones nationallyΣ пн҈ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ άǎƭightly 

ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻƴƭȅ лΦм҈ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘέΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ of the remaining 60.9% of coastal Data 

Zones, 48% are άǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘέΣ ǿƘƛƭst no coastal Data Zone population exhibited a high level of resilience. 

 

Figure 6: Distribution of Data Zones within each SVCI for the whole of Scotland and within 50 m of MHWS (coastal). 

Table 4: Counts and relative percentages of Data Zone classifications across Scotland and the selected coastal Data Zones. 

Class 

Number 

Classification 

Value 

National Data Zones Coastal Data Zones 

(n)  (%) (%) (n) (%) (%) 

1 Highly vulnerable 266 3.8% 

44.2% 

34  4.8% 

39.1% 2 
Moderately 

vulnerable 
743 10.7% 54  7.6% 

3 Slightly vulnerable 2,068 29.7% 189  26.7% 

4 Slightly resilient 2,897 41.5% 

55.9% 

339  47.9% 

60.9% 5 
Moderately 

resilient 
996 14.3% 92  13.0% 

6 Highly resilient 6 0.1% 0 0% 

TOTAL Data Zones 6,976 100% 

 

100% 

 

708 100% 

 

100% 
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Figure 7: National SVCI Data Zone map across Scotland. Major cities and Super sites shown for context. *Note, Stirling and Perth are omitted 

from Figure 8, as they are inland tidal/estuarine, rather than coastal (in terms of Dynamic Coast 2 MHWS erosion prediction zones). 
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Figure 8: Localised SVCI maps by Data Zone for Scotland's coastal cities (excluding Stirling & Perth).  
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Urban coastal communities 

Figures 7, 8 and 9 suggest the ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜǎƛŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ SVCI analysis as being 

more highly socially vulnerable than those living in rural coastal areas. Figure 7 indicates that Data Zones within the 

coastal city regions of Scotland (excluding Stirling & Perth) and several άSuper Sitesέ studied in Dynamic Coast 2 

(including Dumbarton and Bowling, St Andrews, and Montrose) display slight, moderate, or high levels of social 

vulnerability. Figure 8 also shows there are several areas of higher socio-economic vulnerability identified in the SVCI 

assessment in these urban areas.  

Super site Analysis 

Figure 9 presents SVCI results for the Dynamic Coast 2 Super Site areas (Bay of Skaill, Golspie and Coul, Montrose and 

St Cyrus, Tiree, St Andrews, Dumbarton and Bowling). The site that emerges as the most socially vulnerable is 

Dumbarton and Bowling and the supersites with the greatest level of resilience are Bay of Skaill and Golspie and Coul. 

For a more detailed exploration of these findings, please see individual Super Site reports.  
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Figure 9: Localised data zone SVCI maps for the six Dynamic Coast 2 ά{ǳǇŜǊ {ƛǘŜǎέΦ  
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Part 2:  Identifying social vulnerability of coastal properties to Coastal Erosion 

National MHWS buffers 

Figure 10 and   

Table 5Table 5 show the distribution of properties within the coastal buffer zones for the Scottish coast relative to the 

SVCI of the Data Zone where they are located. The two MHWS coastal buffer (25 and 50 m) scenarios follow a similar 

distribution. Approximately 45ς46% of those residing within coastal properties identified in the MWHS buffer zones 

were classified within the ǘƘǊŜŜ άmore ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜέ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ. It also worth noting that of the other properties not 

within the more vulnerable classifications, a further 43ς44% are identified as only slightly resilient across both the 

MHWS buffer zones.  

  

Figure 10: MWHS buffer zone distributions of the number of properties within SVCI analysis.    

Table 5: Number of properties in each SVCI grouping for each of the MHWS buffer zones. Percentages shown for each grouping are relative to 

total properties selected across six SVCI groups. Total percentages are relative to total number of residential properties in Scotland (see 

footnote 3). 

Class 

Number 
Interpretation 

Number of Properties - coastal buffer scenarios 

25m MHWS 50m MHWS 

1 Highly vulnerable 770 (5.3%) 

45.9% 

1,750 (4.8%) 

45.5% 2 
Moderately 

vulnerable 
1,381 (9.4%) 3,800 (10.3%) 

3 Slightly vulnerable 4,568 (31.2%) 11,167 (30.4%) 

4 Slightly resilient 6,473 (44.2%) 

54.1% 

16,377 (44.6%) 

54.6% 5 Moderately resilient 1,450 (9.9%) 3,665 (10.0%) 

6 Highly resilient 0 0 
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TOTAL2  14,642 (0.57%)  36,759 (1.42%)  

 

Figure 11: Number of properties per SVCI grouping, divided into associated coast type within 25m and 50m MHWS buffers).  

Figure 11 illustrates the number of properties per SVCI group by coastal type (i.e., behind artificial, hard and mixed 

and soft coast, Fitton et al. 2017, Section 7.1.1 Page 21), demonstrating that the artificial category (i.e., defended 

coast) currently protects the largest proportion of properties that are classified as highly vulnerable and the second 

highest proportion of properties within the next two most vulnerable categories. There is also a smaller proportion of 

properties within the MHWS buffer zones behind soft coasts that are similarly classified as more vulnerable in the 

classification. The possible effect of correlation between more urban property types and coastal defences explored 

within the discussion section.  

 

 

                                                           

2 Total percentages calculated from total number of residential properties in Scotland (OS Residential Footprints)  
= 2,582,346 properties 
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Figure 12: Number of properties within each SVCI grouping, divided into residential property type 25m and 50m MHWS buffers)  

The residential property types shown in Figure 12 highlights ŀ ǇǊŜŘƻƳƛƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŘŜƴǎŜΣ άŦƭŀǘ or apartmentέ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ 

coastal areas across almost all SVCI groupings. Interestingly, property types that could be more associated with 

affluence (e.g., detached) are the second highest numbers of properties in the higher vulnerability classifications 

(Highly vulnerable to Slightly resistant). This is likely due to the fact that in rural areas property densities are that low 

that detached properties dominate, this reflects availability of land rather than affluence as it might in in urban areas.  

Part 3: Coastal Erosion Disadvantage mapping at regional scales 

Mapping Coastal Erosion Disadvantage  

This section explores the national-scale analysis of Social Vulnerability and coastal erosion risk, to inform Coastal 

Erosion Disadvantage. The section above explains how the areas of anticipated erosion (Erosion Area, Erosion 

Influence and Erosion Vicinity) are matched with the SVCI groupings per data zone. It should be noted that this initial 

assessment provides a general pattern, and it is hoped that these data are used to further investigate this subject.  

Caution is recommended when interpreting the assessments presented below since they are partial and based only 

on the areas of soft / erodible shores which have been modelled, and exclude those areas not modelled. The areas 

not modelled include heavily engineered urban shores (where MHWS lies along an engineered structure), salt marsh 

shores and rocky shores and inner estuarine settings (e.g. Dumbarton), where the modified Bruun rule approach is 
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inappropriate. Nevertheless, in these instances as sea level continues to rise, future erosion remains entirely plausible. 

This is particularly true in areas of soft (erodable) materials of mixed origin that were historically claimed land, such as 

many urban foreshores. 

Lǘ ƛǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎƛƴƎ ŀƎŀƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ΨōǊƛŘƎŜΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŜǊƻǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

social vulnerability, as the anticipated erosion mapping cannot be used to support detailed property-level assessments 

(OS MasterMap shorelines are smoothed/simplified version of reality, our modelling is not designed to account for 

the local processes operating at these scales). Figure (13) below clarifies the method, by considering two hypothetical 

locations, both with 5 residential properties clustered within an erodible shore. In these examples both sets of 

properties are expected to be affected by erosion by 2050 (see anticipated Erosion Area and Erosion Influence 

polygons), however the social vulnerability is different between these locations. As a result, the Coastal Erosion 

Disadvantage Mapping highlights the relatively higher disadvantage (with more intense colours in the heat-mapping) 

for the area with greater social vulnerability. The heat-mapping method (for Coastal Erosion Disadvantage) works well 

at a regional scale but, cartographically, thin coastal lines are difficult to view at a national scale.  
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Figure 13: Hypothetical examples of Coastal Erosion Disadvantage mapping. Top left:  beige to brown shading along coastal strip indicates ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ Ψ5ƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜΩ (ie brown colour) where 
erosion area and erosion influence (red polygons in bottom left) intersect with a Social Vulnerability class of 6 (highly vulnerable). Top right: beige shows a similar number of properties affected 

by erosion ōǳǘ ƭŜǎǎ Ψ5ƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜΩ ǿƛǘƘ a Social Vulnerability class of 1 (Highly Resilient).  
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Figure 14: Dynamic Coast 2 erosion zones; distribution of the number of properties in each of the SVCI grouping. Note that whilst Erosion Area 

and Erosion Influence identify areas likely to be affected by erosion by 2050, Erosion Vicinity relates to adjacent areas not directly impacted. 

Table 6: Number of properties in each of the SVCI grouping for the Dynamic Coast 2 2050 erosion prediction areas. Note that whilst EA and EI 

identify areas likely to be affected by erosion by 2050, EV relates to adjacent areas not directly impacted.   

Class 

Number 
SVCI Group 

Erosion Area 

(EA) 

Erosion 

Influence (EI) 

Erosion 

Affected (EA + 

EI) 

Erosion 

Affected (EA + 

EI) 

Erosion Vicinity 

(EV) 

1 
Highly 

vulnerable 
2 (0.9%) 1 (0.2%) 3 (0.5%) 

239 

(37.1%) 

25 (0.6%) 

2 
Moderately 

vulnerable 
3 (1.4%) 18 (4.2%) 21 (3.3%) 167 (4.2%) 

3 
Slightly 

vulnerable 
84 (38.7%) 131 (30.7%) 215 (33.4%) 1142 (28.8%) 

4 Slightly resilient 107 (49.3%) 244 (57.1%) 351 (54.5%) 

405 

(62.9%) 

1968 (49.6%) 

5 
Moderately 

resilient 
21 (9.7%) 33 (7.7%) 54 (8.4%) 663 (16.7%) 

6 Highly resilient 0 0 0 0  

TOTAL3 217 (0.01%) 427 (0.02%) 644 (0.03%)  3965 (0.15%) 

 

                                                           

3 Total percentages calculated from total number of residential properties in Scotland (OS Residential Footprints) 
= 2,582,346 properties 
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Noting the caution above, coastal erosion affects a small, but critically 

important, proportion of the Scottish coast and as such the distribution 

of social vulnerability in the 2050 Dynamic Coast 2 erosion prediction 

zones appears much more optimistic than the initial MHWS proximity 

analysis presented above, which considers the whole coast. As 

expected, the greatest number of properties identified in this analysis 

are located within the anticipated Erosion Vicinity (EV) sub-section, 

which is the 50 m buffered area not directly impacted by erosion and 

which lies inland of the anticipated Erosion Area and Erosion Influence 

areas (EA and EI, see Figure 14). Smaller proportions of properties are 

located in the Erosion Area and Erosion Influence areas which are more 

likely to be impacted directly before 2050. However, the analysis also 

identified that many properties in the more at-risk areas fell into the slightly vulnerable & slightly resilient categories 

(see Figure 6). Figure 16 shows that, particularly for the immediate Erosion Area (EA), detached and semi-detached 

properties are most at risk. Whilst these may be perceived as more affluent property types, they are also the property 

types that are more common in rural and semi-rural settings.  

 

Figure 16: Number of properties per SVCI by residential property type (Dynamic Coast 2 2050 anticipated erosion zones). Spatial distribution of 

vulnerable Data Zones and risk properties. Regional spatial distribution ς Scottish Local Authority (Council) Areas 

With local authorities being the main administrative bodies in Scotland and the coast protection authorities (i.e. local 

authorities empowered under the Coast Protection Act (1949)), it is appropriate to explore the spatial distribution of 

 

Figure 15: Erosion Area (Red) anticipated to be 
seaward of MHWS in 2050, Erosion Influence 
(Pink) 10 buffer landward of MHWS 2050 and 
Erosion Vicinity (Pale Pink) a further 50m 
landwards. Non- and Residential Property shown 
& water infrastructure.  
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social disadvantage at this regional scale. The approach taken in Part 3 is layered as seen in Figure 17, firstly, to include 

all properties irrespective of social vulnerability classification or coastal defence, secondly, to include all socially 

vulnerable properties regardless of coastal defence and, thirdly, inclusive of all socially vulnerable properties that 

are/are not defended by coastal structures. It is also important to note that not all inner coasts and their urban shores 

are included within our analysis, for example, the Glasgow city region and the heavily defended parts of Edinburgh are 

excluded from the coastal erosion disadvantage maps as the anticipated erosion mapping deployed in Work Stream 2 

(ie modified Bruun rule method used) is not applicable for these settings. 

 

Figure 17: Illustrating how the data and analysis types used in this report differ from each other. 

In the figures and tables below, several local authority areas are either missing (tables) or shown as άno propertiesέ 

(figures), dependent on the layer of the analysis. In the subsequent figures, a reminder is denoted by an asterisk(s), 

which refers to the following conditions: 

* - non-coastal local authority areas (see footnote 5) or coastal LA area with no residential properties identified 

in an erosion prediction zone (see footnote 6).  

** - reasons above (*), plus none of the previous selected properties are classified as socially vulnerable (SVCI 

classes 1ς3; see footnote 7).  

*** - reasons above (* & **) , plus none of the previously selected socially vulnerable properties are 

undefended (i.e., all are defended).  

After analysing all three erosion prediction zones, plus a combination of Erosion Area (EA) and Erosion Influence (EI) 

across three layers of processing (all properties, socially vulnerable properties, and defended/undefended socially 



Technical Annex Work Stream 6 ς  
Mapping Coastal Erosion Disadvantage in Scotland 
 

 
 

35 
 

vulnerable properties), several local authority areas are highlighted (see Figure 18, Figure 19 & and Table 7, Table 8 & 

Table 9 respectively).  

The two local authorities with the highest Coastal Erosion Disadvantage are East Lothian and South Ayrshire. Both 

repeatedly identified in the highest classifications on the regional scale maps and across all analyses, indicating not 

only a significant quantity of properties in these areas at risk, but also the social vulnerability and undefended nature 

of a large proportion of these areas. The details of the quantity and status of these properties is explored below. It 

must be noted that this concern does not extend to the whole coastal boundary of these areas. Another general 

consideration is that despite Highland Region being identified in several of the analyses due to its substantial spatial 

extŜƴǘ όƴŜŀǊƭȅ мκо ƻŦ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ ŀǊŜŀύ ŀƴŘ its long and indented western coast and sparse population, the issues 

are likely to be significantly less dense than in smaller local authority areas. Note that the results have not been 

normalised.  

All properties ς regional scale analysis 

At a regional scale, North Ayrshire, East Lothian and South Ayrshire have some of the highest numbers of properties 

anticipated to be at immediate risk in the next 30 years (Erosion Area + Erosion Influence, in bold in table 7). However, 

North Ayrshire ranks highest at this stage, mainly due to properties in the zone of άErosion Influenceέ. When the 

άErosion Vicinityέ zone is examined, three local authorities have more than 500 properties identified, with a further 

six having over 200 properties at anticipated risk.  
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Table 7: Numbers of all properties, irrespective of SVCI grouping or defences, identified in erosion prediction zones by 2050 for each Scottish 
Local Authority area (top three local authority areas affected in bold). Note null returns have not been included for reasons of brevity.  

Scottish Local 

Authority Area 4 5 
LA Code 

Erosion Area 

(EA) 

Erosion 

Influence (EI) 

Erosion 

Affected (EA + 

EI) 

Erosion 

Vicinity (EV) 

Aberdeenshire S12000034 0 37 37 257 

Angus S12000041 1 2 3 40 

Argyll and Bute S12000035 25 35 60 521 

City of Edinburgh S12000036 2 17 19 284 

Dumfries and 

Galloway 
S12000006 11 21 32 142 

Dundee City S12000042 2 1 3 9 

East Lothian S12000010 33 51 84 369 

Falkirk S12000014 0 13 13 27 

Fife S12000015 41 21 62 504 

Highland S12000017 21 43 64 557 

Inverclyde S12000018 0 18 18 23 

Moray S12000020 19 26 45 132 

Na h-Eileanan an Iar S12000013 0 0 0 32 

North Ayrshire S12000021 13 79 92 490 

Orkney Islands S12000023 8 26 34 204 

Scottish Borders S12000026 0 2 2 62 

Shetland Islands S12000027 0 3 3 45 

South Ayrshire S12000028 41 31 72 265 

West Lothian S12000040 0 1 1 2 

Totals 217 427 644 3,965 

                                                           

4 Five Scottish Local Authority areas do not have a coastal margin ς East Ayrshire, East Dunbartonshire, East Renfrewshire, 
Midlothian & North Lanarkshire. A further six Local Authority areas (Clackmannanshire, Glasgow City, Perth & Kinross, 
Renfrewshire, South Lanarkshire & Stirling) are deemed only tidal/estuarine. None of these 11 Local Authority areas will be 
displayed in any of the Local Authority area tables. Other results with zero values indicate no selection, even with a coastal margin.  
5 Two Local Authority areas (Aberdeen City & West Dunbartonshire) have no residential properties selected in erosion prediction 
zones, even though they are coastal.  
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Figure 18: Regional scale analysis with local authority areas showing the number of properties identified within each of the three 2050 erosion 
prediction zones (EA, EI & EV). Note, this does not account for SVCI groupings (all groups included) or any differentiation between properties 

that are defended (by artificial structures) or undefended.  
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Vulnerable properties ς regional scale analysis 

The second layer of the analysis examined a subset of properties classified as being within socially vulnerable areas 

(most socially vulnerable i.e. groups 1ς3 in the SVCI). This process removed Fife Local Authority area; the first layer of 

analysis showed 62 Fife properties at immediate risk (EA + EI), however, only 1 of these properties was classified as 

socially vulnerable in the second layer of analysis. This does not suggest that FifeΩǎ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ immune 

to the physical hazard risk, but rather that those properties anticipated to be affected are likely more resilient when 

compared to others in the Scottish coastal community. This demonstrates the benefit of using a layered approach to 

the analysis, since working from the general to the specific adds variables that identify particular circumstances of 

concern.  

Unpacking the issues in East Lothian and South Ayrshire show both with over 50 socially vulnerable properties at 

immediate risk (EA + EI), and at least 30 of those in the Erosion Area zone. Four other local authorities (Aberdeenshire, 

Argyll & Bute, Highland & Orkney) have 20 or more socially vulnerable properties at immediate risk (EA + EI), a 

substantial proportion of all their properties at risk, together with some in Erosion Area. 

Table 8: More socially vulnerable properties (Groupings 1ς3) in each local Authority area, identified with 2050 erosion prediction zones. The 
percentages are relative to the corresponding Local Authority and erosion prediction zone. 

Scottish Local 

Authority Area 5 6 6 
LA Code 

Erosion Area 

(EA)7 

Erosion 

Influence (EI)8 

Erosion 

Affected (EA + 

EI)8 

Erosion 

Vicinity (EV)8 

                                                           

6 No properties within an erosion zone (EA, EI or EV) in Inverclyde are classified as socially vulnerable (CEVI Classes 1, 2 or 3).  
7 Percentage of Total Properties per Local Authority Area identified in the various erosion zones (refer to  

After analysing all three erosion prediction zones, plus a combination of Erosion Area (EA) and Erosion Influence (EI) 

across three layers of processing (all properties, socially vulnerable properties, and defended/undefended socially 

vulnerable properties), several local authority areas are highlighted (see Figure 18, Figure 19 & and Table 7, Table 8 

& Table 9 respectively).  

The two local authorities with the highest Coastal Erosion Disadvantage are East Lothian and South Ayrshire. Both 

repeatedly identified in the highest classifications on the regional scale maps and across all analyses, indicating not 

only a significant quantity of properties in these areas at risk, but also the social vulnerability and undefended nature 

of a large proportion of these areas. The details of the quantity and status of these properties is explored below. It 

must be noted that this concern does not extend to the whole coastal boundary of these areas. Another general 

consideration is that despite Highland Region being identified in several of the analyses due to its substantial spatial 

extŜƴǘ όƴŜŀǊƭȅ мκо ƻŦ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ ŀǊŜŀύ ŀƴŘ its long and indented western coast and sparse population, the issues 

are likely to be significantly less dense than in smaller local authority areas. Note that the results have not been 

normalised.  
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Aberdeenshire S12000034 0 22 (59%) 22 (59%) 133 (52%) 

Angus S12000041 1 (100%) 0 1 (33%) 4 (10%) 

Argyll and Bute S12000035 9 (36%) 17 (49%) 26 (43%) 163 (31%) 

City of Edinburgh S12000036 0 0 0 97 (34%) 

Dumfries and 

Galloway 
S12000006 0 0 0 31 (22%) 

Dundee City S12000042 0 1 (100%) 1 (33%) 0 

East Lothian S12000010 32 (97%) 29 (57%) 61 (73%) 245 (66%) 

Falkirk S12000014 0 13 (100%) 13 (100%) 27 (100%) 

Fife S12000015 1 (2%) 0 1 (2%) 40 (8%) 

Highland S12000017 5 (24%) 21 (49%) 26 (41%) 194 (35%) 

Moray S12000020 0 7 (27%) 7 (16%) 35 (27%) 

Na h-Eileanan an Iar S12000013 0 0 0 11 (34%) 

North Ayrshire S12000021 1 (8%) 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 86 (18%) 

Orkney Islands S12000023 1 (13%) 19 (73%) 20 (59%) 91 (45%) 

Scottish Borders S12000026 0 2 (100%) 2 (100%) 62 (100%) 

Shetland Islands S12000027 0 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 4 (9%) 

South Ayrshire S12000028 39 (95%) 14 (45%) 53 (74%) 109 (41%) 

West Lothian S12000040 0 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 2 (100%) 

Totals 89 (41%) 150 (36%) 239 (37%) 1,334 (34%) 

                                                           

All properties ς regional scale analysis 

At a regional scale, North Ayrshire, East Lothian and South Ayrshire have some of the highest numbers of properties 

anticipated to be at immediate risk in the next 30 years (Erosion Area + Erosion Influence, in bold in table 7). However, 

North Ayrshire ranks highest at this stage, mainly due to properties in the zone of άErosion Influenceέ. When the 

άErosion Vicinityέ zone is examined, three local authorities have more than 500 properties identified, with a further 

six having over 200 properties at anticipated risk.  

 

 

Table 7).  
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Figure 19: Regional scale analysis with Local Authority areas showing the number of socially vulnerable properties (SVCI Groups 1, 2 & 3) 
identified within each of the three 2050 erosion prediction zones (EA, EI & EV). Note, this does not differentiate between properties that are 

defended (by artificial structures) or remain undefended. 










































