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1 Summary

Introduction

Tranquillity is a valuable and seemingly elusive resource. It is promoted by visual, aural and to a
lesser extent other sensory stimuli either as a direct response or a cue to memory. It is aspired to,
as it induces or increases feelings of calm and well being and therefore has positive effects on
health and quality of life. This has both benefits to the individual and to the economics of the
country. Finding the qualities of places which generate tranquil feelings and protecting those
locations and attributes can be considered important as a reserve for a country pressured by
development.

Context

In summer of 2004 CPRE commissioned a report to carry out a pilot study to develop a
methodology to map tranquillity for Northumberland national park and the West Durham Coalfield.
Until 2004, previous attempts to map tranquillity had suffered from expert driven definitions of
tranquillity and a sole focus on factors that detract from tranquillity. It was recognised in this work
that judgements about tranquillity are ultimately personal and rejected expert-led decisions in
favour of using Participatory Appraisal (PA) consultation. It was established in this study that the
public expressed their feelings about tranquillity in many ways but the findings developed broad,
qualitative and more inclusive understanding of what tranquillity is, is not and why it is important.
Linking the wide ranging responses of the public to data that can be mapped was explored in this
pilot study and a methodology was developed to produce a map of tranquillity. The spatial footprint
or location of characteristics or themes identified in the PA work (using Geographical Information
Systems) is combined with the relative importance given to each characteristic based on the
number of people that identified it. Both positive factors that contribute to and negative factors that
detract from tranquillity are combined to give a score that represents tranquillity as a resource. The
public has identified what factors to map. The relative importance of each factor, out of all factors
that have been identified, has been identified by the number of times it was stated by the public as
a percentage of the number of people asked. The result of this was a map that represented relative
tranquillity for the two study areas.

Also in 2004 further PA work carried out in the Chilterns AONB investigated the general
transferability of the consultation approach. It also allowed for further methodological developments
and an exploration of how people experience and value tranquillity in a second area of England.
This work identified similarities in perceptions of tranquillity across space and different types of
landscape in England. It was found that the higher level themes or groupings of responses
previously identified in the 2004 Tranquillity Mapping project were repeated. This provided a firm
basis for the use of these findings to map tranquillity at a national scale.

National Tranquillity Mapping
In 2006 CPRE commissioned a project to map tranquillity on a national scale. This report details
the research carried out during the spring and summer of 2006 by:

Centre for Environment and Spatial Analysis (CESA).

PEANuUT (Participatory Evaluation and Appraisal in Newcastle upon Tyne).
Collaboration with Bluespace environments, Durham.

Newcastle University.

Drawing extensively on the 2004 Tranquillity Mapping project and the 2004 Chiltern study this
report details the method and findings of the national exercise mapping tranquillity. The approach
adopted combines three key streams of data collection and integration:

1. Public consultation.
2. Threshold analysis or method development.
3. The GIS model in order to map tranquillity.
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Public Consultation

Study areas where public consultation would be carried out were identified. From the wide range
of themes which are of deep relevance to how people experience tranquillity a series of factors (not
perceptual) were identified and incorporated into a quantitative-orientated approach. This
approach gave the public a number of option choices that were split into what could be seen and
heard and were categorised as either positive or negative contributors to, or detractors from,
tranquillity. The surveys required a member of the public to select three positive and three
negative characteristics that most contributed to or detracted from an experience of tranquillity.
With over 4000 responses it was then possible to produce a weighting of all 44 option choices that
represented not what the public liked or disliked, but what of all of the choices available contributed
to, or detracted from, feelings of tranquillity. Seeing a natural landscape, hearing birdsong and
seeing the stars at night scored highly in enhancing feelings of tranquillity. Hearing constant noise
from traffic, seeing lots of people and urban development were the top three detracting from
tranquillity. The number of responses for each option choice was converted into a percentage
which provided a way of weighting each option choice in order of relevance.

Threshold Analysis

In the 2004 Mapping Tranquillity project a recommendation for a method development was to
remove expert-led judgements of parameters used to model the perceived naturalness of a
landscape and a distance weighting that was applied when modelling the visibility of certain
features in the landscape.

Research was undertaken to determine whether predictable patterns in relation to distance existed
and whether spatial thresholds could be established for features in the broad themes of land cover,
people and urban development. In addition, illustrations of a variety of land cover types were
chosen to obtained quantitative information on the public’s ‘perceived naturalness’ rather than an
expert-led scoring system.

GIS methodology

Geographical Information System (GIS) was used to provide a spatial footprint of the 44 option
choices used in the public consultation. In the national model these option choices have been
disaggregated into ‘what you can see’ and ‘what you hear’. In doing so the link between digital
datasets and the ability to model ‘visibility’ and ‘noise’ is more readily transparent. The bulk of the
methodology presented sets out for each option choice how the data was generated from the raw
data to the final representation of the relative contribution to or from tranquillity using the results
from the threshold analysis and the public consultation.

Relative Tranquillity

The findings of this research are the results of an independent study'. The results of this study
provide a value of relative tranquillity for each individual 500m x 500m grid square for the whole of
England at a snapshot of time in 2006. The figure for each individual cell is subjective and should
not be taken and interpreted out of context for two clear reasons:

¢ A cell with the same value can have different combinations of the 44 option choices
resulting in the same figure — raw scores of tranquillity.

e The value is produced using extremes in the raw data for national datasets, a maximum
and minimum range of noise levels for hearing or seeing each of the option choices
identified. This therefore allows a comparison of tranquillity relative to anywhere else in
England only — relative tranquillity.

Therefore, the results of this study should not be used without an understanding of the
methodology used and its caveats.

This research builds significantly on the 2004 studies which developed a robust framework of
approach with the potential to support land use and landscape planning. This was complemented

' The conclusions presented are of the researchers only and are independent of CPRE.
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by specific additional research to consider public perception of perceived naturalness of land cover
and establish thresholds of nuisance. The GIS methodology has developed significantly, where
possible within the national scale of the project, in its detail and complexity to provide this cutting
edge current study.
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2 Introduction

Tranquillity is a valuable and seemingly elusive resource.

It is important to people as a state of mind which may be induced by physical manifestation. It is
promoted by visual, aural and to a lesser extent other sensory stimuli either as a direct response or
a cue to memory. Itis aspired to, as it induces or increases feelings of calm and well being and
therefore has positive effects on health and quality of life. This has both benefits to the individual
and to the economics of the country. Finding the qualities of places which generate tranquil
feelings and protecting those locations and attributes can be considered important as a reserve for
a country pressured by development.

This report details the research carried out during 2006 by the Centre for Environmental and
Spatial Analysis (CESA) and PEANuUT (Participatory Evaluation and Appraisal in Newcastle upon
Tyne) project at Northumbria University, in collaboration with Bluespace environments, Durham
and Newcastle University, for the project commissioners the Campaign to Protect Rural England.

It extends the methodology of and the findings from the previous work, Tranquillity Mapping 2004,
carried out by CESA and PEANuUT at Northumbria University in the North East of England (see
MacFarlane et al, 2004) and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (see The
Countryside Agency, 2005).

The work conducted for the 2004 Tranquillity Mapping project accepted that judgements about
tranquillity are ultimately personal and rejected expert-led decisions in favour of using Participatory
Appraisal (PA) consultation in order to establish the many ways in which individuals expressed
their feelings about tranquillity. It therefore developed broad, qualitative and more inclusive
understandings of what tranquillity is, is not and why it is important.

Drawing extensively upon this work, the exploration of tranquillity has now been extended beyond
these previously-targeted areas to generate, through a necessarily less qualitative, simpler
quantitative consultation approach, a ‘national’ understanding of the concept of tranquillity. The
products of this extensive research are illustrated in the National Relative Tranquillity Map 2006.

This report is divided into two parts, Sections A and B.

Section A includes the literature review and all the aforementioned background research in 2004,
which provided the basis for this national study. The current project is detailed and discussed in
Section B.
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3 Section A, Tranquillity Mapping, Background

3.1 Tranquillity

‘Tranquillity’ is a widely used term. It is considered to be a state of calm, quietude and is
associated with peace; a state of mind that promotes mental well being. It is considered to be a
significant asset of landscape, appearing as an objective attribute in a range of strategies, policies
and plans. However until 2004, previous attempts to map tranquillity had suffered from expert-
driven definitions and a sole focus on factors that detract from tranquillity.

Tranquillity appears to be a holistic sensory experience and there are many variables which input
into an individual’s feelings of tranquillity. Consultation for the research carried out in 2004 included
definitions of tranquillity as a ‘state of mind when in nice surroundings’ and ‘areas you can visit to
leave all your troubles behind [to] escape life's hustle and bustle’. The link between the experience
and the environment is clear.

It seemingly has something in common with terms such as wildness, remoteness and naturalness
but it is distinctively different from and more than all of these. This research has established that
tranquillity is highly valued, and has prioritised the factors which promote and detract from
tranquillity. It is something that contributes to quality of life, but defining it effectively remains
difficult as tranquillity is ultimately a state of mind rather than a specific environmental
characteristic, or quality, per se.

In some of its uses in the media to sell product or place, people are invited to reflect on what
tranquillity is, what it means to them and where it can be found. It is presented as something hard
to find and therefore valuable. In a 2001 survey reported by DEFRA? the most commonly
mentioned reasons for visiting the countryside were tranquillity (58 per cent), scenery (46 per cent),
open space (40 per cent), fresh air (40 per cent) and plants and wildlife (36 per cent). Yet all of
these terms are relatively vague, unscientific and as such there is a risk that a poorly defined
definition may lead to weak frameworks and policies to protect and enhance them.

In the recently adopted Landscape Policy Framework®, Scottish Natural Heritage recognises the
value of upholding the tangible and intangible qualities that contribute to the landscape being
recognisable as distinctive of Scotland. Through various proposals, one of which is safeguarding
the rural character of Scotland’s countryside from the effects of urban influences, the policy
document recognises the quality of tranquillity as the crucial asset.

Tranquil areas are perhaps best define