PUBLIC RESPONSES TO
RIVER RESTORATION:
THE RIVER SKERNE,
AND THE RIVER COLE

S.M. Tapsell
S.M. Tunstall
S.Eden

Report to the River Restoration Project

Flood Hazard Research Centre
Middlesex University
Queensway

Enfield

EN3 4SF

Telephone: 0181 362 5359
Fax: 0181 362 5403

June 1997



CONTENTS

LIST OF FIGURES AND TABLES - PART I
LIST OF FIGURES AND TABLES - PART II

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and objectives of the research
1.2 Research Methods - Population and sampling
1.3  Questionnaire design

1.4  Fieldwork

1.5 Response to the surveys

1.6  Data Analysis

2. PART I: COMPARISON OF RESULTS FROM THE 1997
RIVER RESTORATION SURVEYS IN DARLINGTON AND
COLESHILL

2.1  Characteristics of respondents

USE OF THE RIVER
1  Frequency and length of visits
.2 Purpose of visits

4, VIEWS ON ASPECTS OF THE RIVER
4.1  What respondents like about the rivers

4.2  What respondents dislike about the rivers
4.3  Attractiveness of the rivers

S. THE CHANGES TO THE RIVERS

5.1  How respondents heard about or noticed the changes to the rivers
5.2  Changes noticed or heard about

5.3  When were changes carried out?

5.4  Which organisations were involved with the changes to the rivers

5.5 What was the RRP hoping to achieve through the changes to the rivers?

5.6  Does river ‘fit in’ with its surroundings?

5.7  Views on the cost of the changes

5.8  Were the changes value for money?

5.9  Perceived visiting patterns to the rivers since the changes

6. SINCE CHANGING THE RIVERS

6.1  Effects of the changes on safety

6.2  Effects of the changes on recreation opportunities

6.3  Effects of the changes on wildlife and wildlife habitat
6.4  Effects of the changes on river landscape

6.5  Effects of the changes on flood risk

6.6  Other gains or losses resulting from the schemes

i

PAGE

iv

vi
vii

N - A VO TN S R

\O 00 o0

10
10
11
12

13
13
14
14
15
16
18
20
24
25

26
26
28
29
31
33
35



CONTENTS CONTINUED /...

7.

7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4

8.
8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4
8.5
8.6

9.
9.1
9.2
9.3
9.4
9.5
9.6
9.7
9.8
9.9

ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES AND APPROVAL OF

THE SCHEMES

Were the objectives of changing the rivers achieved?
Are objectives achievable generally in England?
Approval of the changes to the rivers

Ways in which restoration could have been done better

CONSULTATION AND INVOLVEMENT- WITH SCHEMES

Were local people consulted at the time?

How respondents participated in or heard about the river works

Levels of satisfaction with consultation

How could consultation have been improved?
The importance of consultation

Interest in future involvement about the river

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Use of the rivers

Attractiveness of the rivers

Awareness of the restoration works

What were the restoration works hoping to achieve?
Approval of the restoration schemes

Perceptions of the effects of the restoration schemes
Perceptions on the objectives of river restoration
Views on the costs of the schemes

Views on consultation

FIGURES FOR PART 1

TABLES FOR PART 1

PART II: RESULTS FROM THE 1995 AND 1997 RIVER SKERNE SURVEYS

1.

W W W W
W N

4.1

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

CHARACTERISTICS AND ATTITUDES OR RESPONDENTS

IN 1995 AND 1997 SURVEYS

USE OF THE RIVER IN THE 1995 AND 1997 SURVEYS

Frequency and duration of visits
Sections of river visited
Purpose of river visits

APPRECIATION OF THE RIVER AND SCHEME IN THE 1995

AND 1997 SURVEYS
Rating of features of the river in the 1995 survey

il

37
37
38
40
41

43
43
43

47
48
49

50
50
50
51
51
52
52
53
53
53

55

57

77

78

80
80
80
81

82
82



CONTENTS CONTINUED /...

4.2  The attractiveness of the river and the scheme in the 1995 and 1997 surveys
4.3  Survey descriptions of the restoration scheme in the 1995 and 1997 surveys
4.4  Perceived effect of the restoration in the 1995 and 1997 surveys

4.5  Approval for the scheme in the 1995 and 1997 surveys

5. MONETARY VALUATION OF RIVER RESTORATION

5.1  Value of enjoyment of an adult visit to the River Skerne in the 1995 survey
5.2  Preparedness to pay for river restoration in the 1995 and 1997 surveys
5.2.1 Preparedness to pay in the 1995 survey

5.2.2 Factors influencing the decision on preparedness to pay in the 1995 survey
5.2.3 Preparedness to pay: 1997 compared with 1995

6. CONCLUSIONS

REFERENCES

FIGURES FOR PART I

TABLES FOR PART I

it

82
83
85
86

89
89
91
91
93,
94

98

100

101

104



LIST OF FIGURES - PART 1

Figure 1.1  Restoration plan of River Skerne, Darlington
Figure 1.2  Restoration plan of River Cole, Coleshill

LIST OF TABLES - PART I

1.1
2.1
2.2
2.3
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
5.1
5.2
5.3
5.4
5.5
5.6
6.1
6.2

6.3
6.4

6.5
7.1
7.2
7.3
8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4

Response rates for surveys

Characteristics of respondents

Proximity to the rivers

Membership and support of organisations

Visits to the rivers in last 12 months

Frequency of visits to the rivers

Sections of rivers visited

Purpose of visits to rivers and nearby open spaces

How first heard about or noticed changes made to the rivers

Changes to rivers heard about or noticed by respondents

Which organisations were involved in changing the rivers

How well do rivers ‘fit in’ with their surroundings

Have the changes to the rivers been good value for money overall
Frequency patterns since schemes completed

Are the rivers more or less safe since the changes

Has changing the rivers resulted in increased or reduced recreation
opportunities

Has changing the rivers resulted in a loss or an increase in wildlife habitat
Have the changes to the rivers resulted in the river landscapes becoming
more or less attractive

Have the changes to the rivers resulted in increased or decreased floodrisk
Has the project achieved its objectives

Is the objective achievable in England generally

Do you approve or disapprove of the changes overall

Do you think that local people were consulted about the project at the time
How did you hear about/were involved with river works

How satisfied were you with the consultation for the river works

Interest in future involvement with the river :

iv

55
56

57
58

61

62
63

65
66
67
68
69
70
70
71

71
71

72
72
73
73
74
74
75
76
76



LIST OF FIGURES - PART I

- Figure 4.1 1995 Pre restoration plan of River Skerne
Figure 4.2 1995 Proposed restoration plan of River Skerne
Figure 4.3 1997 Post restoration plan of River Skerne

LIST OF TABLES - PART I

5.3
5.4
5.5
5.6
5.7

5.8

5.9

Characteristics of respondents: 1995 and 1997 surveys

Rating importance of consultation: 1995 and 1997 surveys

Interest in participation: 1995 and 1997 surveys

Percentage of respondents visiting the scheme section of the River Skerne:
1995 and 1997 surveys

Frequency of visiting river in summer: 1995 and 1997 surveys
Frequency of visiting river in winter: 1995 and 1997 surveys

Duration of visits to the river: 1995 and 1997 surveys

Percentage of respondents visiting sections of the river: 1995 and 1997
surveys

Purpose of visits to river and nearby open space

Mean rating of the attractiveness of sections of the River Skerne:

1995 and 1997 surveys

Rating of the river overall: 1995 and 1997 surveys

Perceived effects of scheme on wildlife and wildlife habitats: 1995 and 1997
Perceived effects on recreational opportunities: 1995 and 1997 surveys
Perceived effects of scheme on riverside safety: 1995 and 1997 surveys
Perceived effects of riverside landscape: 1997 survey only

Perceived effects of scheme on flood risk: 1997 survey only

Percentage approving of the restoration options: 1995 survey only
Percentage approving of the restoration options: 1995 survey -

visitors only

Percentage approving of the restoration options: 1995 survey -

all respondents

Percentage approving of the restoration: 1997 survey - all respondents
Percentage approving of the restoration in 1995 and 1997 -
re-interviewed only

Monetary valuation of enjoyment £ per visit with restoration options: 1995
Estimated difference or gain in £ value per adult visit with restoration
options: 1995

Preparedness to pay for a national and local restoration programme: 1995
Percentage of respondents prepared to pay for restoration: 1995 and 1997
Mean amount respondents were prepared to pay: 1995 and 1997
Prepared to pay in 1995 and 1997: re-interviewed only

Amount respondents were prepared to pay in 1995 and 1997: the
re-interviewed only

Characteristics of those prepared and not prepared to pay for river
restoration: 1997 only

Attitudes of those prepared and not prepared to pay: 1997 only

v

101
102
103

104
106
107

107
108
109
110

111
112

113
114
115
115
116
116
117
117

118

118
119

119
120

121
121
122
123
123

124

125
126



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors would like to thank a number of people who contributed to the research and to
the production of this report. First of all, we would like to acknowledge the support of the
Economic and Social Research Council in providing the funding for the project. Thanks are
also due to various members of the River Restoration Project, without whose cooperation this
research would have been impossible. We would also like to acknowledge the RRP’s
financial contribution towards the research.

Thanks are due to the residents of Coleshill and Darlington, particularly those in Darlington
who agreed to be interviewed for a second time! Associated with this, we would also like
to thank the ten interviewers who carried out the interviews and the two Middlesex
University students who patiently entered the data onto the computer. '

Within Middlesex University we would like to thank the staff of the School of Geography
and Environmental Management’s Technical Unit for help producing some of the maps for
the surveys and the report, and to colleagues within the Flood Hazard Research Centre for
their continued support. Lastly, we would like to thank Edmund Penning-Rowsell for his

continued input into the project.

vi



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This summary presents the results of research into the public perception of river restoration
works on the river Skerne in Darlington, County Durham, and the river Cole in the village
of Coleshill on the Oxfordshire/Wiltshire border. The River Skerne and the River Cole are
the two UK sites chosen for demonstration projects developing and testing state-of the art
river restoration techniques by the River Restoration Project (RRP). The study on these
rivers was funded as part of a wider study of local publics’ responses to river restoration
schemes by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC), with some additional
funding from the RRP.

The study builds upon earlier research in Darlington by the Flood Hazard Research Centre
(FHRC) carried out for and funded by the RRP, prior to the proposed restoration works
being carried out (RRP, 1995). This pre-scheme survey then contributed to the public
consultation on the river restoration scheme design and aimed to assess public use of, and
response to, the river, the site and the proposed river restoration scheme. This report
presents results from a second survey in Darlington which analysed public views after
implementation of the proposals and provided an opportunity to re-contact respondents from
the earlier survey to investigate how their perceptions changed on completion of the
restoration works. Both surveys in Darlington aimed to investigate the value of the restored
river to local people in economic terms. A total of 296 interviews were completed in the
1997 study, 260 in Darlington and 36 in Coleshill; the average length of interview was 45
minutes. Of the 260 Darlington respondents 136 (56 %) had been interviewed in the previous
survey.

The report of the surveys’ findings comprises two parts. The first part compares the public
perception results from the 1997 surveys between the two river restoration sites in Darlington
and Coleshill. The second part of the report compares results from the 1995 and 1997
studies solely on the river Skerne, focusing on the public valuation of the restoration scheme.

"PART I COMPARISON OF RESULTS FROM THE 1997 RIVER SKERNE AND
RIVER COLE SURVEYS

Results from the 1997 surveys in Darlington and Coleshill show an overall positive reaction
to the river restoration projects. However, respondents differed in their perceptions and
views of the two restoration schemes. Many of these differences appear to relate to the
contrasting locations of the two rivers, one in an urban context and one in a rural context.
Attitudes towards restoration, therefore, may not only depend upon the scheme itself but also
upon the type and quality of the surrounding local environment. Various other factors also
influenced respondents’ responses to questions about different aspects of the restoration
schemes. These factors include respondents’: age, sex, levels of education and income,
proximity to the rivers, and general approval of the schemes. Details follow.
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Use of the rivers (Section 3)

Both rivers had been visited by the majority of respondents in the surveys in the last 12
months: 81% of Darlington respondents had visited the river Skerne, while 64% of Coleshill
respondents visited the river Cole.

Generally, the two rivers were visited quite frequently, Darlington respondents on the whole
visiting more often than those in Coleshill, although visiting at both sites dropped slightly
during winter. The main reasons given by respondents for visiting both of the rivers were:
walking, walking the dog and for the wildlife. The reason why respondents in Darlington
visit their local river more frequently could be due to a number of reasons: easier access than
at Coleshill and more pronounced footpaths in places, the river area presenting a more rural
landscape in an otherwise urban environment, and the river providing access to elsewhere.
In the more rural environs of Coleshill residents may feel less of a need to ‘escape’ from an
urban environment to the peace and quiet of the river. Moreover, Coleshill residents have
a number of other local areas they could easily choose to visit, including the National Trust
parkland, and are not restricted to the area surrounding the river Cole.

However, the results showed that although Coleshill respondents visit their river less often
than respondents in Darlington, when they do visit they spend longer at the river. It could
be, therefore, that Coleshill respondents make more of a point of visiting the river when they
do visit. In addition, some respondents visit the river in the course of their work which
could account for some of the longer reported visiting times.

Attractiveness of the rivers (Section 4.3)

The river Skerne in Darlington was liked by local residents for two main reasons: because
it was a quiet and peaceful refuge away from the traffic and urban town centre, and it
attracted an increasing amount of wildlife. Darlington respondents equated a visit to the river
with visiting the countryside, and the river itself was thought to be a more interesting place
to visit since the meanders had been introduced. Coleshill respondents also appreciated the
peaceful and rural aspects of the river Cole along with the diversity of wildlife to be found
there. Aspects of the river areas which were not appreciated by local residents in Darlington
included dog fouling, poor footpaths in places, vandalism, and teenagers who congregate by
the river. In Coleshill, respondents commented that the river banks were still too bare and
that vegetation had not yet colonised them. Other respondents commented that fishing on the
river Cole had been adversely affected.

Both of the rivers in the study were rated quite highly by local residents in terms of their
attractiveness, particularly the Skerne (mean of 2.689 on a scale of -5 to +5, compared with
2.517 for the Cole). Given that the Cole is a rural river, its lower rating is perhaps
surprising. But when considering the location of the rivers, it becomes more understandable
that the river Skerne area would be considered attractive and valued for its visual amenity
and recreation opportunities because it contrasts more strongly to the neighbouring built-up
area than does the Cole. However, quite large proportions of respondents (19% at both sites)
were unable to give a rating for the rivers’ attractiveness, most of these being either non-
visitors or those who lived at greater distances from the river.
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Awareness of the restoration works (Sections 5.1-5.4)

Awareness of the two restoration schemes was high among survey respondents. Darlington
respondents reported the highest level of awareness (92%), as 56% had already been
interviewed in the earlier survey and were aware of the scheme. The high level of awareness
in Coleshill (86%) is likely to be partly because the respondents live in a small village and
news about the river works would spread quite quickly. Forty-eight percent of Coleshill
respondents and 36% of those in Darlington reported personal observation as the means by
which they first heard about the restoration works, which indicates that the RRP was not
always instrumental in initially raising awareness of the projects, although 35% of Darlington
respondents did state that they had received a newsletter or leaflet.

Indeed, the RRP was only mentioned by 6% of respondents at both sites when they were
initially asked who was involved with the restoration works. Once prompted with the RRP’s
name high proportions of respondents, 61% in Darlington and 75% in Coleshill, did say that
the RRP was involved. This low initial recognition of the RRP indicates that the organisation
is not immediately associated with the restoration works. Given the high level of
consultation regarding the two schemes, particularly in Darlington, these results are perhaps
surprising, and suggests that a higher profile should be cultivated for any future restoration
works.

Generally, respondents were quite aware of most of the changes to the rivers carried out as
part of the restoration schemes, but were particularly aware of the introduction of meanders
to the river channels, and of the new river channel at Coleshill.

What were the restoration works hoping to achieve? (Section 5.5)

Respondents differed in their views of restoration aims. In Darlington it was suggested that
the scheme aimed to clean up and improve the area generally for the benefit of local people
. and in order to attract more visitors. Restoring the river to a more ‘natural’ condition and
helping to alleviate flooding were also seen as aims of the project, along with the
encouragement of more wildlife. In Coleshill, the scheme was perceived less as benefiting
the local community and more as benefiting nature. For example, the re-creation of wetlands
and the floodplain, improvements in river flow, vegetation and wildlife habitats were
mentioned by respondents, as well as the aim of restoring the river to its earlier ‘natural’
course.

Approval of the restoration schemes (Section 7.3)

The results from the study reveal that the majority of respondents at both the survey sites
approve of the restoration schemes. Darlington respondents in particular strongly approved
of the changes (52% mostly approved and 30% strongly approved), although Coleshill
respondents were rather more reserved (53 % mostly approved and 17% strongly approved).
Even among those respondents who did not think the schemes to be good value for money,
the majority approved of the restoration changes. Those 8% of Darlington respondents and
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