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1. Project Name 
The local economic value of a protected wreck 
 
 
2. Summary  
2.1. The visitor diver trail on the protected wreck of the Coronation (Offshore) in Plymouth Sound 
in Devon has proved to be very successful in attracting a large number of visiting divers every year 
since its inception. Over 1000 visits were undertaken on the Coronation (Offshore) wreck in 2011 
and around 700 visits were carried out in 2012. This study asked those people that had visited the 
protected wreck in 2012 about their experience and focused specifically on the economic spend of 
their visit(s) and thereby illustrate the value of the visitor trail to the local economy of Plymouth in 
2012. The results of the survey demonstrated that the visitor trail was worth £42,557 to the local 
economy in 2012, an average of just over £60.00 per visit. 
 
 
3.  Background  
3.1. Over the last 10 years English Heritage has supported the establishment of a number of visitor 
trails on several wreck sites designated under the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973, including on 
HMS Hazardous, HMS Colossus (Camidge 2009a and 2009b), the Needles wreck (HWTMA 2005) 
the Norman’s Bay Wreck (Nautical Archaeology Society 2011) as well as the Coronation in 
Plymouth Sound in Devon.  These visitor trails have all aimed to facilitate and thereby increase 
public access to heritage assets on the seabed. Naturally many lessons have been learnt by each 
trail and some have been more successful than others in terms of annual visitor numbers.  
 
 
4.  Research Aims and Objectives 
4.1 The research aim of this project is to put a value to the local economy of the diver trail on the 
designated wreck site of the Coronation (Offshore) in Plymouth.  
 
4.2. The objectives of the project are: 
• To determine how many people annually visit the wreck of the Coronation (Offshore) and 

other diver trails established on wrecks protected by the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973 
• To determine the items that people spend money on during their visit(s) to Plymouth 
• To determine the individual economic spend during their visit(s) to Plymouth 
• To determine the total annual spend by divers visiting Plymouth to dive the Coronation 
• To determine the economic value of the Coronation to the local economy 
• To determine the lessons learnt by the Coronation trail project as well as on other trails that 

have been established in England including HMS Colossus and the Norman’s Bay Wreck. 
 
 
5. English Heritage Business Case 
5.1. The National Heritage Protection Plan (NHPP) sets out how English Heritage, with help from 
partners in the sector, will prioritise and deliver heritage protection for four years (2011-2015). 
English Heritage will make best use of their resources so that England's vulnerable historic 
environment is safeguarded in the most cost-effective way at a time of massive social, 
environmental, economic and technological change.  
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5.2. The heart of delivery of the NHPP is the Action Plan. This is divided into 8 themes (called 
Measures). These are further sub-divided into a series of Activities comprising over 400 projects. 
The Activities address specific areas of work (e.g. places of worship, historic ports, strategic 
designation) that have been identified as priorities for the Plan. 
 
5.3. A number of Supporting Actions are essential to the successful implementation of the Plan, 
but do not fall directly within any of the Measures. The NHPP does not exist in isolation from 
English Heritage’s wider Corporate Strategy. Many, if not all, of the Activities envisaged in the 
Action Plan pre-suppose that key supporting actions are being undertaken both by English 
Heritage and the sector.  
 
5.4. This project addresses the following Supporting Action:  
•         Ensuring that the public understand and agree that looking after our heritage is important 
both in terms of the economy of the country and the well-being of its people (Establishing Value). 
 
5.5. Additionally the information obtained as a result of the study will support the English Heritage 
NHPP in other ways. In particular the study will support: 
 
NHPP Activity Plan: 5A4 SUPPORTING LOCAL COMMUNITIES IN PROTECTING SIGNIFICANT 
HERITAGE ASSETS  
 
Context: Heritage assets are valued for their contribution to local distinctiveness and character, 
and historical and archaeological associations. Translating this local pride into better protection 
empowers local communities to manage and celebrate their heritage. Action will focus on 
developing practical and feasible means to assist local people, organisations and authorities in 
developing appropriate registration of such assets. 
 
And will also support NHPP Activity Plan: 2B3 RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES  
 
Context: Accidental or unthinking damage to heritage can be the regrettable by-product of some 
leisure activities. These include off-roading, caving, metal-detecting (to be distinguished from 
criminal activities such as ‘nighthawking’) and sports diving. Action will focus on development of a 
risk assessment for such activities to establish which require responses. Responses will mainly 
comprise educational measures and guidance on mitigation of impact. The philosophy of English 
Heritage is to encourage the participation of avocational volunteers in the management and 
understanding of their heritage and to encourage them to care for it, through a cycle of 
understanding, valuing, caring and enjoying the historic environment. 
 
 
5.6. The importance of diver trails on wrecks protected by the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973, 
which facilitate easy public access to underwater heritage is underpinned by the philosophy of 
English Heritage which is to encourage the participation of avocational volunteers in the 
management and understanding of their heritage and to encourage them to care for it. This is 
achieved through a cycle of understanding, valuing, caring and enjoying the historic environment 
(Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: The Heritage Cycle, Strategic Framework for Historic Environment Activities and Programmes in English 
Heritage (English Heritage 2008) 
 
5.7. Any quantification of the local economic benefit of a diver trail on a protected wreck will 
provide evidence if more trails on wrecks protected by the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973 would 
increase public appreciation and support for submerged cultural heritage as well as being 
beneficial to the local economy in the vicinity of the site. 
 
 
6. Project Scope 
6.1. It is not within the scope of this project to analyse the local economic benefit of all diver trails, 
only the benefit of the diver trail on the Coronation in Plymouth, therefore this study will only make 
subjective comparisons to the existing trails on other protected wrecks such as HMS Colossus and 
the Norman’s Bay Wreck. 
 
 
7. Interfaces 
7.1. There are no other projects that this study will need to interface with. The results of the study 
will be made available to the licensees of sites with diver trails on them, including the Coronation 
wreck to help with their understanding of the diver trail phenomenon, subject to approval from 
English Heritage.  
 
 
8. Access, Data Exchange and Archiving 
8.1. The study has been reliant on information being provided by Alison James at English Heritage 
regarding visitor numbers for 2011 and 2012 on wrecks protected by the Protection of Wrecks Act 
1973, which have diver trails established on them. A digital copy of the report has been submitted 
to the English Heritage Project Assurance Officer as a pdf file which can be read in Adobe Reader. 
A printed copy has also been supplied to English Heritage.  The digital and hardcopy archive of 
information related to the project will be held by the Nautical Archaeology Society in perpetuity. 
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8.2. The pdf version of the report will be placed on the NAS website once approval from English 
Heritage has been gained.  The NAS will make its members aware of the online presence of the 
report via its weekly members email and English Heritage will make protected wreck licensees 
aware of it via the English Heritage “Licensee Bulletin”.  
  
 
9. Ownership 
9.1. This report produced as a result of the research is the copyright of the Nautical Archaeology 
Society. Permission has been given to English Heritage to use the findings of the research. 
 
 
10. Method Statement 
10.1. The information required to undertake the research was obtained by undertaking an online 
survey of the visitors to the Coronation wreck during 2011 and 2012. The online survey was 
created in SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com) using a SurveyMonkey licence held by the 
NAS.  A hyperlink to the online survey was emailed to all visitors that have undertaken the trail 
since it was established in 2011. This survey was distributed to the database of visitors held by the 
current licensee of the site, Mr Mark Pearce and was also promoted via appropriate websites and 
internet diver forums. 
 
The survey was accessed online by the respondents via: 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/LocalEconomicBenefitofProtectedWreck  
 
10.2. The welcome screen of the survey was branded with the NAS, English Heritage and 
Coronation Wreck Project logos with some instructional text detailing the reason for the survey 
(see below). 
 

 
 
“The aim of the survey is to try and gauge the economic value of the Coronation Wreck Diver Trail 
and associated Coronation Wreck Project to the local economy of Plymouth. The reason for the 
survey is to demonstrate that opening up important underwater heritage sites such as the 
Coronation to the public can have a positive impact on both the local economy of an area around 
the site, but also to gauge the impact on your views of your underwater heritage. 
 
Your contribution to the survey is vitally important and hopefully the resulting information can be 
used to promote the benefit of similar projects on other historic wrecks around the country. 
 
Please do try and answer every question to the best of your ability. Some questions will require a 
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monetary figure to be provided about how much you spent during your visit(s) to the Coronation so 
you may want to have this information to hand before starting the survey.   
 
The survey consists of only 20 questions and should take around 10 minutes to complete (if you 
have already calculated or can estimate how much you spent during your visit(s) to the Plymouth 
area). 
 
Many thanks for taking part. 
 
The Nautical Archaeology Society & The Coronation Wreck Team & English Heritage” 
 
 
 
10.3. The questions chosen in the online survey aimed to understand the success factors of a 
diver trail on a Protected Wreck in England. The questions covered not only broad issues of 
motivation, experience and knowledge gained but also asked questions about economic spends 
during their visit or visits to the Coronation. The nineteen questions asked in the online survey 
were: 
 
Q.1. In 2011, how many times did you visit the Coronation as part of the wreck diver trail? 
 
Q.2. In 2012, how many times did you visit the Coronation as part of the wreck diver trail? 
 
Q.3. Why did you want to visit the Coronation wreck diver trail in 2011 or 2012? 
 
Q.4. During your visit to the Coronation wreck diver trail in 2011 or 2012 did you remain in the local 
area to do other activities? If so what did you do? 
 
Q.5. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, where did you stay? 
 
Q.6. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how much (in total if more than one 
night) do you think you spent on your accommodation? 
 
Q.7. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how much (in total) do you think you 
spent on your travel to Plymouth? 
 
Q.8. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how much (in total) do you think you 
spent on your subsistence (food and drink, including alcohol) in the Plymouth area? 
 
Q.9. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how much (in total) do you think you 
spent on charter boat costs (as a single diver – not the entire charter cost)? 
 
Q.10. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how much (in total) do you think you 
spent at a dive shop (e.g. for equipment hire, air fills, miscellaneous purchases)? 
 
Q.11. After your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, did you make a donation to the 
project? If so, how much did you donate? 
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Q.12. As a result of your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how important do you feel it is 
to protect underwater heritage by a licencing system? 
 
Q.13. How would you evaluate your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012? 
 
Q.14. Would you have liked the visit to the Coronation wreck to have included more hands on help 
to the project? 
 
Q.15. If yes to question 14, would you of stayed and dived longer if your visit included tasks on the 
site? (if you answered no to the previous question please select “Not Applicable”) 
 
Q.16. Have you visited any other diver trails that have been established on protected wrecks in the 
UK? 
 
Q.17. Would you be willing to pay a mandatory entrance fee to visit a diver trail on a historic 
protected wreck, like you would do at a museum, National Trust property or English Heritage site? 
 
Q.18.In addition to the Coronation diver trail, how many times in 2012 did you visit the Coronation 
as part of the Coronation Wreck Project? (If none, please add a zero value) 
 
Q.19. If you have visited the Coronation in 2012 as part of the Coronation Wreck Project how 
much do you think you spent in the local area per visit? (If none, please add a zero value) 
 
 
10.4. The nineteen questions forming the online survey were sent to the English Heritage Project 
Assurance Officer for comment and approval before being distributed to visiting divers. 
 
10.5. Initially it was hoped that 20% of the divers that had visited the wreck of the Coronation in 
2012 would actually undertake the survey. This would represent a possible response of 140 which 
would produce a substantial dataset to be analysed.  In an attempt to reduce any mischievous 
survey submissions which may be received the study included ignoring the highest extremes of 
submissions. For example if the average spend was £50, the project ignored responses of £500.  
 
10.6. This project report is the product of the qualitative and quantitative analysis of the survey 
returns including tables and graphs of the results. During the course of the project, other licensees, 
individuals and organisations that are involved in establishing and running diver trails on protected 
wrecks in England will be asked for their qualitative views and opinions regarding the positive and 
negative impacts of diver trails.  
 
 
11. The value of heritage 
11.1. The economic value of heritage is vitally important in the current period of global economic 
stress. In recent years the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) have commissioned studies looking at the 
economic impact of the UK sector. One study, published in 2010, looked at the size and 
importance of the UK heritage visitor economy. This study provided “quantitative estimates of the 
scale of the economic activity associated with heritage-based tourism in the UK” so that 
comparisons could be made to other sectors of the UK economy (Oxford Economics 2010: 3).  



 

   10 

11.2.  The study concluded that heritage based tourism directly accounts for at least £4.3 billion in 
the UK’s Gross Domestic product (GDP) and 113,000 employees. To put this into perspective this 
figure is larger than the UK’s textile manufacturing industry (£3.4 billion), the wood products 
manufacturing industry (£3.2 billion) and only just smaller that the UK’s motor manufacturing 
industry (£5.5 billion) (Oxford Economics 2010: 4).  
 
11.3. The annual research review compiled by the HLF Strategy and Business Development 
Department and published in 2012, looked at the values and benefits of heritage including the 
cultural value, intrinsic and instrumental value (HLF 2012: 2). One section of this report looked 
specifically at the economic benefits of heritage to the UK.  
 
11.4. The recently published 2011/12 “Taking Part” survey undertaken by the Department for 
Culture, Media and Sport has calculated that 31% of adults visited a heritage site at least three or 
four times over the course of the year and that 23.3% of respondents had volunteered their time 
within the last 12 months, with 8.4% volunteering in the heritage, museum and library sectors 
(DCMS 2012). This so called “giving” to heritage is crucial to the administration of the Protection of 
Wrecks Act 1973, which relies heavily on the goodwill of volunteer licensees to both monitor and 
work on sites on behalf of the heritage agencies and the government. 
 
11.5. In 2012 in her blog the Culture Secretary, Maria Miller, reflected on her position as the 65th 
Minister responsible for the protection of the UK historic environment. She said “it’s also reassuring 
that heritage protection has been a Government concern throughout and that these days it’s a 
topic that is represented around the cabinet table. And it’s not hard to see why. Today our heritage 
is an essential part of our tourism ‘offer’, with four out of ten ‘leisure’ visitors to the UK citing it as 
their primary reason for choosing us over other, shall we say, ‘warmer’ destinations. It’s worth 
£12.4 billion to the economy (£20 billion if you include the extras like catering, transport and 
souvenirs that go along with a heritage visit), and employs a tidy 200,000 full time equivalents. Oh, 
and its forecast growth between 2009 and 2018 is 2.6 per cent, a lot higher than some of the other 
sectors which are commonly thought to underpin our economy. Most of all though, we as a nation 
are proud and excited by it, and it’s a really big part of what defines us as what we are”. 
http://blogs.culture.gov.uk/main/2013/02/65_not_out_some_thoughts_from.html 
 
11.6. During 2012 two conferences in the UK looked at the economic value of heritage. One event 
was held in October 2012 in Cardiff organised by the Maritime Heritage Trust and was titled 
“Maritime Heritage, Economic Development and Regeneration” 
(http://www.maritimeheritage.org.uk/conference). Presentations were given by speakers from the 
USA, South Africa, Spain, Northern Ireland, Netherlands, Australia, Finland and Croatia, looking at 
the way maritime heritage can be used to support an economy rather than being a drain on an 
economy. Unfortunately none of the papers (which are available to view online) specifically dealt 
with the case of a historic protected wrecks. 
 
11.7. The second conference held in September 2012 at The Institute of Archaeology (University 
College London) was on “Archaeology and Economic Development” and provided an insight (in 
both theory and practice) to pursuing economic development goals utilising archaeological and 
heritage assets. A publication of the papers presented at this conference is expected in 2013. 
 
11.8. At an international level the sustainable economic benefit of underwater cultural heritage was 
discussed by The Scientific and Technical Advisory Body (STAB) to the Meeting of States Parties 
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to the UNESCO Convention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage.  At a meeting 
held in Paris in April 2012 the STAB recommended to “propose models for managing underwater 
cultural heritage in a way that brings benefits for the sustainable economic development of 
regions” as well as to “to increase the positive image of underwater archaeology and the 
involvement of the public in the awareness, the protection and enjoyment of the underwater 
cultural heritage”. It was the attendance of this meeting in Paris in 2012 and subsequent 
discussion with people who attended that provided the inspiration and the motivation for this study. 
 
 
12. England’s Protected Wrecks Visitor Trails 
12.1. At the time of writing there are four established diver visitor trails on protected wrecks in 
England – on the Coronation (Offshore) off Plymouth in Devon, on HMS Colossus off St.Mary’s in 
the Scilly Isles; on the Norman’s Bay Wreck, off Pevensey in East Sussex; on the wreck of the 
Hazardous, off Selsey in West Sussex. 
 

• Coronation - http://www.coronationwreck.co.uk/  
• HMS Colossus - http://www.cismas.org.uk/colossus_dive_trail.php  
• Norman’s Bay Wreck - http://www.nauticalarchaeologysociety.org/content/normans-bay-

protected-wreck-site  
• Hazardous - http://www.hazardousproject.info/index.shtml  

 
12.2. The first of these visitor trails was established on the wreck of the Hazardous in 2001 
(HMTWA 2002:18). The diver trail on the wreck of the Hazardous has not been operational for a 
number of years simply because much (if not most) of the wreck is currently buried under sand 
(HWTMA 2010:10). During 2013 the Nautical Archaeology Society (in collaboration with the 
wreck’s licensee Martin Davies and the wreck’s owner Martin Woodwood) have been 
commissioned by English Heritage (Project Number 6750) to establish a visitor diver trail on the 
wreck of HMS/m A1 submarine in the Solent which will open in 2014. 
 

• HMS/m A1 submarine - http://www.nauticalarchaeologysociety.org/content/a1-submarine  
 
12.3. Figures on the number of visitors to these protected wrecks have been provided by English 
Heritage (see tables below). These are compiled from the number of names provided to English 
Heritage on licence applications rather than from the actual visits that were undertaken. As some 
visits are inevitably cancelled during a year, mostly due to bad weather, and some people 
inevitably visit a site more than once per year, they cannot be taken as being a completely 
accurate figure for the number of visits that take place each year. However they do provide an 
insight into the number of people interested in visiting one of the protected wrecks diver trails in 
England in any given year. 
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Coronation 
 
Offshore – visitor trail opened in 2011 
 

  Visit Survey 
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2003    15 1       15 1
2004    14 1       14 1
2005             
2006    19 1       19 1
2007    9 1       9 1
2008    11 1       11 1
2009 22 1 36 1       58 2
2010 197 3 55 1     252 4
2011 672 1 23 1   14 1 709 3
2012 264 1 73 1   32 1 369 3

 
 
 
Norman’s Bay Wreck – visitor trail opened in 2011 
 

Visit Survey 
Surface 

Recovery Excavation Total 
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2006   5 1     5 1 
2007   9 1     9 1 
2008   9 1     9 1 
2009 20 1 9 1     29 2 
2010   58 2   45 1 103 3 
2011 65 1 165 1   9 1 239 3 
2012 81 1 68 2 5 1   154 4 
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HMS Colossus – visitor trail opened in 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hazardous – visitor trail opened in 2001 
 

Visit Survey 
Surface 

Recovery Excavation Total 
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2003 38 1   28 1   66 2 
2004 42 1   17 1   59 2 
2005 11 1   34 1   45 2 
2006           
2007 16 1   16 1   32 2 
2008 25 1   16 1 27 1 68 3 
2009 16 1     31 1 47 2 
2010 29 1   29 1 43 1 101 3 
2011 18 1     18 1 36 2 
2012 19 1   19 1   38 2 
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2003 48 1 7 1 6 1 4 1 65 4
2004 3 1 29 1    3 1 35 3
2005 4 1 38 1 11 1 3 1 56 4
2006 78 2 28 1 4 1   1 110 4
2007 107 1 16 2       123 3
2008 166 1 26 2       192 3
2009 257 1 26 2    4 1 287 4
2010 204 1 22 2    226 3
2011 218 1 23 2   13 1 254 4
2012 320 1 8 1   15 1 343 3
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12.4.  As the visitor trails on the wrecks of the Coronation, HMS Colossus and at Norman’s Bay 
have only been established in recent years, and they have not be reburied by moving sands, a 
comparison of their recent visitor licence numbers is interesting and worthwhile. This analysis does 
not include named divers on survey, surface recovery or excavation licences. 
 
 

Year  Coronation 
(opened 2011) 

HMS Colossus 
(opened 2009) 

Norman’s Bay Wreck 
(opened 2011) 

2008 0 166 0 
2009 22 (+22) 257 (+91) 20 (+20) 
2010 197 (+175) 204 (-53) 0 (-20) 
2011 672 (+475) 218 (+14) 65 (+65) 
2012 264 (-408) 320 (+102) 81 (+16) 
Total 1155 999 166 

 
 
12.5. It is clear from these numbers that the opening of the diver visitor trails has an immediate 
direct impact on the numbers of people interested in diving on the protected wreck in question. On 
the Colossus site the number of named visitors rose from 166 to 257 (154% increase); on the 
Norman’s Bay Wreck named visitors rose from zero to 65 and on the Coronation site named 
visitors rose from 197 to 672 (341% increase). 
 
12.6. Following conversations with the protagonists involved with the establishment of the diver 
trails on these three sites it became clear that the numbers of named individuals on visitor licences 
was clearly going to create a low estimate on the numbers of actual visits to the protected wrecks.  
Alison James from English Heritage commented that on the Coronation wreck “the statistics say 
c.650 divers in 2011 but in reality that probably is well over 1000 separate dives. The trouble is the 
figures I have given you are only the number of named divers on the licence - it does not reflect 
where one person may have made multiple visits. It is also impossible at present to track where 
divers are visiting multiple protected sites. In theory this could be done by going through all the 
licenses but it’s not something I have the capacity to do and our database only records the name 
of the Licensee and then the number of divers, not their names” (Alison James, pers comm). 
 
12.7. On the Norman’s Bay Wreck site one of the licensees, Mark Beattie-Edwards from the 
Nautical Archaeology Society has arranged visits by NAS members and non-NAS members to the 
site during 2011 and 2012 on his survey licence, rather than on a visitors licence. The reason for 
this was so that he could task them with helping to take a few simple measurements or 
photographs during their visit. These individuals would therefore not appear in any analysis of 
visitor numbers under the visitors licence. 
 
12.8. In a similar way it should be noted that the number of named divers on visitor licences alone 
does not include the number of divers or dives that would have been involved in establishing the 
particular diver trail in the first place.  On the Norman’s Bay Wreck for example, putting the trail in 
place on the site in 2010 (before it opened to visiting groups in 2011) involved at least 36 divers 
undertaking 150 dives over 14 days. 
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13. Survey Results 
13.1. The project online survey was launched on the 9th January 2013 and closed on the 9th April 
2013.  Over the 3 months the survey was open a total of 74 people started the survey with 69 
people actually completing the 19 questions related to visits to the Coronation in 2012. 
 
Q.1. In 2011, how many times did you visit the Coronation as part of the wreck diver trail? 
 
Answer 
A total of 82 visits were made in 2011 by the survey respondents. 38 respondents had not dived 
the site at all in 2011, with 13 visitors have visited once. 16 people visited twice, one person visited 
three times and two people had visited four times. Finally, two people visited five times, one 
person six times and one person made a total of ten visits to the site in 2011. It is not clear 
whether the individual who visited the diver trail ten times actually did as a visitor rather than as a 
diver who had been tasked with working on the site or a particular purpose. 
 

Number of respondents Number of visits in 2011 Total number of visits by respondents 
38 0 0 
13 1 13 
16 2 32 
1 3 3 
2 4 8 
2 5 10 
1 6 6 
1 10 10 

74  82 
Q.2. In 2012, how many times did you visit the Coronation as part of the wreck diver trail? 
 
Answer 
A total of 115 visits were made in 2012 by the 74 survey respondents. 17 respondents had not 
dived the site at all in 2012, with 32 respondents having visited just once. 16 respondents had 
visited the site twice in 2012. Two people visited three times, four people visited four times and 
one person had visited five times. Finally, one person visited six times, and one person made a 
total of eight visits to the site in 2012. 
 

Number of respondents Number of visits in 2012 Total number of visits by respondents 
17 0 0 
32 1 32 
16 2 32 
2 3 16 
4 4 16 
1 5 5 
1 6 6 
1 8 8 

74  115 
 
 
Q.3. Why did you want to visit the Coronation wreck diver trail in 2011 or 2012? 
This question gave respondents a choice of 6 options. These included: “Sounded Fun”; “General 
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interest in historical wrecks”; “As part of the PADI “Basic Archaeological Diver” course”; “To get 
involved with the Coronation Wreck Project”; “To dive on a protected wreck”; “My buddy (or club) 
made me”. The survey also gave respondents an “Other” choice and allowed people to specify 
what their reason for visiting was. 
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Answer 
The most popular reason, with 70% of the responses was that they had a “general interest in 
historical wrecks”. The second most popular reason (53%) was that it “sounded fun”, with the third 
most popular reason (46%) being “to dive on a protected wreck”. 
 
Under the “Other” responses people answered; 
 

• Had dived a similar wreck in the Scillies & wanted to see another 
• To see something different 
• Our dive club applied for and was granted permission to dive it as we were interested in 

seeing a wreck of historical and archaeological significance 
• A new dive site for the club 
• A part of a BSAC club trip 
• As part of a comprehensive "interesting" dive programme for the week: we also dived 

Scylla, James Eagan Layne, Eddystone, Hands Deep & the Persier, etc. 
• Part of BSAC National Instructor exam which started my curiosity. 
• Photographic course 
• Produce some underwater photos for the Coronation team 
• To dive something very different. 
• To photograph the wreck 
• Training diver with Plymouth University dive marshalling course  
• Used as part of project exercise for National Instructor Prep and Exam 

 
Whilst some of these survey responses are very individual it is apparent from some of the replies 
that the Plymouth area is a very popular one for visiting by diving groups with many wreck sites 
that can be visited as part of either a dive group trip or as a site to photograph or to train on. 
 
 
Q.4. During your visit to the Coronation wreck diver trail in 2011 or 2012 did you remain in 
the local area to do other activities? If so, what did you do? 
This question gave respondents a choice of 7 answer options. These included: No; Yes – other 
days diving on other sites; Yes – a diving course; Yes - museum(s); Yes – exhibitions (s); Yes – 
shopping; Yes – countryside. The survey also gave respondents an “Other” choice and allowed 
people to specify what that activity was. 
 
Answer 
The most popular answer by far was “Yes – other day(s) diving on other sites” with nearly 65% of 
responses. The second most popular answer with 17.6% was “No” – with the only activity 
undertaken during their visit to Plymouth was to dive on the Coronation Diver Trail. Other popular 
answers were Shopping (13.5%); Diving Course (12.2%) and Other (16.3%).  
 
Of the “Other” responses people answered; 
 

• Ate out 
• Nightlife 
• Visited dive shops 
• Evening socialising 
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Q.5. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, where did you stay? 
This question provided the respondents with 8 choices. These included: Not Applicable; Did not 
stay overnight; Hotel; B&B; Hostel; Camping /Caravanning; Stayed with a friend. The survey also 
gave respondents an “Other” choice and allowed people to specify details of their stay in 
Plymouth.  
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Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. The most popular answer for question 5 with 27.5% of 
responses was “Not Applicable”, followed by 20.3% of respondents answering “Bed & Breakfast”. 
13% stayed in a hostel, whilst 8.7% stayed in a hotel; 5.8% “Camping and caravanning” and 7.2% 
stayed with a friend.  17.4% of respondents answered “Other”. 
 
Of the “Other” responses people answered; 

• Travelled home x 4 
• Military accommodation 
• Mountbatten Centre 
• Student house 
• Family 

 
 
Q.6. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how much (in total if more than 
one night) do you think you spent on your accommodation? 
This question allowed respondents to enter a financial estimate (or exact figure) that they spent on 
accommodation during their stay. Naturally if they did not spend anything on accommodation then 
their spend was recorded as zero. 
 
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. A total of £3689.00 was spent on accommodation by the 
69 respondents. The answers ranged from: 
 
£0.00 - 34 people  
£7.00 - 1 person 
£12.00 – 1 person 
£15.00 - 1 person 
£20.00 – 2 people 
£30.00 – 2 people 
£35.00 – 2 people 
£40.00 – 1 person 
£50.00 – 2 people 
£60.00 – 1 person 
£65.00 – 1 person 
£70.00 – 1 person 
£75.00 – 2 people 

£80.00 – 1 person 
£85.00 – 1 person 
£90.00 - 1 person 
£100.00 – 1 person 
£120.00 – 3 people 
£140.00 – 1 person 
£150.00 – 5 people 
£160.00 – 1 person 
£200.00 – 1 person 
£225.00 – 1 person 
£250.00 – 1 person 
£600.00 – 1 person 

 
The highest response of £600.00 from a respondent who made 1 visit in 2012 is abnormally high 
and this answer should not be seen as being reflective of the likely spend of a visitor to Plymouth. 
49.2% of respondents did not pay anything for their accommodation during their visit to the 
Coronation Diver Trail in 2012. The average accommodation spend of the 69 respondents was 
£53.46, however if the 34 respondents who did not spend anything on their accommodation are 
removed from this calculation the average spend rises to £105.40 per person. 
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Q.7. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how much (in total) do you think 
you spent on your travel to Plymouth? 
This question allowed respondents to enter a financial estimate (or exact figure) that they spent on 
travel during their visit to Plymouth. Naturally if they did not spend anything on travel then their 
spend was recorded as zero. 
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. A total of £3189.00 was spent on travel by the 69 
respondents. The answers ranged from: 
 
£0.00 – 22 people 
£4.00 – 1 person 
£10.00 – 1 person 
£15.00 – 2 people 
£20.00 – 2 people 
£21.00 – 1 person 
£24.00 -1 person 
£30.00 – 3 people 
£35.00 – 1 person 
 

 
£40.00 – 4 people 
£50.00 – 13 people 
£60.00 – 3 people 
£70.00 – 3 people 
£75.00 – 1 person 
£80.00 – 3 people 
£100.00 – 5 people 
£120.00 – 1 person 
£300.00 – 1 person 
£500.00 - 1 person 

 
The highest response of £500.00 from a single respondent who made 1 visit in 2012 is abnormally 
high and this answer should not be seen as being reflective of the likely spend of a visitor to 
Plymouth. 31.8% of respondents did not pay anything for their travel to Plymouth in 2012. This 
result is presumably indicative of their close proximity to the city or the boat embarkation point or 
they were obtained a lift from someone else visit the wreck on the same trip. Due to the heavy 
equipment involved with scuba diving it is unlikely that any visitors walked to the boat embarkation 
point. 
 
The average travel spend of the 69 respondents was £46.21, however if the 22 respondents who 
did not spend anything on their travel are removed from this calculation the average spend rises to 
£67.85 per person. 
 
 
Q.8. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how much (in total) do you think 
you spent your subsistence (food and drink, including alcohol) in the Plymouth area? 
This question allowed respondents to enter a financial estimate (or exact figure) that they spent on 
subsistence during their visit to Plymouth. Naturally if they did not spend anything on subsistence 
then their spend was recorded as zero. 
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. A total of £3881.00 was spent on subsistence by the 69 
respondents. The answers ranged from: 
 
£0.00 – 17 people 
£5.00 – 2 people 
£8.00 – 1 person 
£10.00 – 3 people 

£18.00 – 1 person 
£20.00 – 3 people 
£25.00 – 3 people 
£30.00 – 3 people 
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£35.00 – 2 people 
£40.00 – 5 people 
£45.00 – 2 people 
£50.00 – 6 people 
£60.00 – 2 people 
£75.00 – 2 people 
£75.00 – 1 person 
£80.00 – 2 people 

£100.00 – 4 people 
£150.00 – 5 people 
£200.00 – 3 people 
£230.00 – 1 person 
£270.00 – 1 person 
£400.00 – 1 person 
 

 
The highest response of £400.00 from a single respondent who made 1 visit in 2012 is abnormally 
high and this answer should not be seen as being reflective of the likely spend of a visitor to 
Plymouth to dive on the Coronation dive trail. 24.6% of respondents did not pay anything for their 
subsistence during their visit to Plymouth in 2012. Presumably these people travelled with their 
food and drink and therefore did not make any purchases in the Plymouth area. 
 
The average subsistence spend of the 69 respondents was £56.25, however if the 17 respondents 
who did not spend anything on their travel are removed from this calculation the average spend 
rises to £74.63 per person. 
 
 
Q.9. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how much (in total) do you think 
you spent on charter boat costs (as a single diver – not the entire charter cost)? 
This question allowed respondents to enter a financial estimate (or exact figure) that they spent on 
charting boats during their visit to the Coronation diver trail. Naturally if they did not spend anything 
on boat chartering then their spend was recorded as zero. 
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. A total of £3511.00 was spent on boat chartering by the 69 
respondents. The answers ranged from: 
 
£0.00 – 25 people 
£10.00 – 1 person 
£15.00 – 3 people 
£22.00 – 1 person 
£30.00 – 2 people 
£35.00 – 1 person 
£40.00 – 3 people 
£45.00 – 3 people 
£50.00 – 2 people 
£54.00 – 1 person 
£60.00 – 2 people 

£80.00 – 3 people 
£90.00 – 3 people 
£100.00 – 5 people 
£120.00 – 2 people 
£125.00 – 1 person 
£140.00 – 1 person 
£150.00 - 1 person 
£160.00 – 4 people 
£175.00 – 1 person 
£240.00 – 1 person 
£250.00 – 1 person 

 
The highest response of £250.00 from one respondents who only made 1 visit in 2012 is 
abnormally high and this answer should not be seen as being reflective of the likely boat chartering 
costs for a dive on the Coronation dive trail. One person answered £240.00. This response was 
from a respondent who has made 6 visits to the site 2012 (£40.00 per visit) and has therefore been 
included. 
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36.2% of respondents did not pay anything for their boat chartering during their visit to Plymouth in 
2012. Presumably these people travelled with their own boat and therefore did not charter a vessel 
to access the Coronation wreck. 
 
The average chartering spend of the 69 respondents was £50.88 per person, however if the 25 
respondents who did not spend anything on their vessel charter are removed from this calculation 
the average spend rises to £79.80 per person. 
 
 
Q.10. For your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how much (in total) do you think 
you spent at a dive shop (e.g. for equipment hire, air fills, miscellaneous purchases)? 
This question allowed respondents to enter a financial estimate (or exact figure) that they spent at 
a dive shop during their visit to the Coronation diver trail. Naturally if they did not spend anything at 
a dive shop then their spend was recorded as zero. 
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. A total of £1150.00 was spent in dive shops by the 69 
respondents. The answers ranged from: 
 
£0.00 – 19 people 
£1.00 – 1 person 
£4.00 – 2 people 
£5.00 – 2 people 
£6.00 – 1 person 
£10.00 – 8 people 
£12.00 – 3 people 
£15.00 – 4 people 
£16.00 – 1 person 
£20.00 – 10 people 

£25.00 – 1 person 
£27.00 – 1 person 
£30.00 – 3 people 
£35.00 – 2 people 
£36.00 – 1 person 
£40.00 – 3 people 
£50.00 – 1 person 
£60.00 – 2 people 
£100.00 – 2 people 

 
27.5% of respondents did not spend anything in a dive shop during their visit to Plymouth in 2012.  
The average dive shop spend of the 69 respondents was £16.66, however if the 19 respondents 
who did not spend anything in a dive shop are removed from this calculation the average spend 
rises to £23.00 per person. 
 
 
Q.11. After your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, did you make a donation to the 
project? If so, how much did you donate? 
This question provided the respondents with 6 choices. These included: Not Applicable; Donated 
the £1.50 requested by the project team; Donated £5.00-£10.00; Donated £10.00 - £50.00; 
Donated more than £50.00. The survey also gave respondents an “Other” choice and allowed 
them to specify details of their donation to the project.  
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. 
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The most popular answer for question 11 with 44.9% of responses was “Donated the £1.50 
requested by the project team”, followed by 15.9% of respondents answering “Not Applicable” and 
15.9% stating that they “Did not donate”.  11.6% donated between £5.00 and £10.00 whilst 4.3% 
donated between £10.00 and £50.00 to the project. 
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Of the “Other” responses people answered; 
• Unknown 
• What project? 
• Blown out! 
• Paid for the trip including a donation (c. £30.00) 
• Donated limited image use rights 

 
 
 
Q.12. As a result of your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012, how important do you 
feel it is to protect underwater heritage by a licencing system? 
This question provided the respondents with 5 choices. These included: “Not Applicable”; “Very 
Important”; “Important”; “Not important”; “Not important at all - there should be no licencing system 
at all”. The survey also gave respondents a “Comments” box which allowed people to specify their 
personal views on the protection of underwater heritage by a licencing system.  
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. 
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The most popular answer for question 12 with 60.9% of responses was “Very Important”, followed 
by 20.3% of respondents answering “Important” and 4.3% opting for “Not Important”. 14.5% 
answered “Not Applicable” with no one answering “Not important at all. 
 
In the “Comments” box 8 respondents wrote; 

• On historical wrecks there needs to be control, but I would not like there to be a tariff on 
diving every wreck, our sport is expensive enough. But provisions so wrecks do not get 
destroyed as you see in other countries through foolishness i.e. Thistlegorm and mooring 
on her; 

• I am not very aware of how this system works so am not in a position to comment. 
• As long as it doesn't become restrictive to diving; 
• We thought that the organisation of diving and protection of the wreck was fantastic. The 

trail & the trail booklets were excellent; 
• Licencing should only be applied to appropriate wrecks and not represent blanket coverage. 

Making important wrecks accessible is the most appropriate way to educate divers on their 
importance and relevance; 

• Things will get pinched and the site disturbed unless it can be policed effectively; 
• Look at the wrecks that haven't been protected and it becomes obvious. Diving on large 

sheets of metal with no artefacts is not much fun; 
• This licence is easy to access the wreck on, others are impossible so access should be 

made more feasible in the cases of wrecks where the licensee is being uncooperative. 
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Q.13. How would you evaluate your visit(s) to the Coronation diver trail in 2012? 
This question provided the respondents with 9 choices. Respondents were able to choose as 
many choices that applied to them. The choices were: “Not Applicable”; “Excellent”; “OK”; 
“Poor…..please provide reason in the comment field below”; “Very interesting”; “Best dive of the 
year”; “Excited about visiting more wrecks”; “Plan or hope to get involved in archaeology projects” 
and “Planning on doing an underwater archaeology course”. The survey also gave respondents a 
“Comments” box which allowed people to specify their personal views on their evaluation of their 
visit to the Coronation diver trail in 2012. 
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. 
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The most popular answer for question 13 with 50.7% of responses was “Excellent”, followed by 
33.3% of respondents answering “Very Interesting”. “Excited about visiting more wrecks” and “Plan 
or hope to get involved in archaeology projects” both received 20.3% respectively. Only 2.9% of 
the respondents answer “Poor” and closer examination of their individual survey responses 
showed that there reasons were that they found the “Trail difficult to follow” or they “Only managed 
to find one cannon”. 
 
In the “Comments” box 11 respondents wrote: 

• A slightly better map, possibly with bearings / distances between the main features would 
have been helpful. A positive ID reference for each of the cannon would have made 
navigation easier - we ended up going in a circle and missing some bits. 

• Only managed to find one cannon 
• Trail difficult to follow - need better trail markers and maybe waterproof interpretation cards 
• We all enjoyed it. Thanks. 
• Blown out 
• Very well run, good guide books, and very friendly people 
• I have already done two NAS courses. 
• Great tour of the wreck onshore and offshore sites including the Bosun's locker - thanks to 

Ginge Crook. 
• Have completed PADI BAD course. Excellent. 
• I had thought there would be more of the wreck present but glad to have found all the 

canons and the anchor. 
• It was a very cold winters day, which is never the best for UK diving 
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Q.14. Would you have liked the visit to the Coronation wreck to have included more hands 
on help to the project? 
At the request of the Coronation Wreck Project team this question was added to the survey to help 
them gauge how they might engage with visiting divers in the future.  Question 14 provided the 
respondents with 3 choices. Respondents were able to choose from “Yes”, “No” or “Not 
applicable”. 
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. 
 

 
 

 
 
The most popular answer for Question 14 with 49.3% of responses was “Yes”, followed by 27.5% 
of respondents answering “No”. “Not applicable” received 23.2% of responses. 
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Q.15. If yes to question 14, would you of stayed and dived longer if your visit included tasks 
on the site? (if you answered no to the previous question please select “Not Applicable”) 
As with Question 14, this question was included in the survey at the request of the Coronation 
Wreck Project team this question was added to the survey to help them gauge how they might 
engage with visiting divers in the future.  Question 15 provided the respondents with 3 choices. 
Respondents were able to choose from “Yes”, “No” or “Not applicable”. 
 

 
 
 

 
 
The most popular answer for Question 15 with 49.3% of responses was “Yes” 2.9% of 
respondents answered “No” with 47.8% of respondents answering “Not applicable”. 
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Q.16. Have you visited any other diver trails that have been established on protected 
wrecks in the UK? 
This question provided the respondents with 5 choices. Respondents were able to choose as 
many choices that applied to them. The choices were: “No”; “Yes – Norman’s Bay Wreck”; “Yes – 
HMS Colossus”; “Yes – HMS Hazardous”; “Yes – HMS Dartmouth / The Swan (in the Sound of 
Mull).  The survey also gave respondents a “Comments” box which allowed people to specify their 
personal views on other diver trails on protected wrecks in the UK. 
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. 
 

 
 
The most popular answer for question 16 with 88.4% of responses was “No”, followed by 8.7% of 
respondents who had visited the “HMS Colossus” diver trail.  Only 1.4% of respondents (1 person) 
had visited the other diver trails on the Norman’s Bay Wreck, on Hazardous or on HMS 
Dartmouth/Swan (in the Sound of Mull).   
 
In the “Comments” box 1 respondent wrote about their visit to the HMS Colossus Diver Trail: 

• This was also good. Being quite shallow, viz was also a problem if any silt was kicked up. 
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Q.17. Would you be willing to pay a mandatory entrance fee to visit a diver trail on a historic 
protected wreck, like you would do at a museum, National Trust property or English 
Heritage site? 
 
This question provided the respondents with 3 choices.  Respondents were able to choose only 
one answer.  The choices were: “No – do not believe should have to pay to dive wrecks”; “Maybe – 
but would depend on the level of the fee charged” or “Yes – it makes sense that an underwater 
heritage site be managed and funded like a land heritage site”.  The survey also gave respondents 
a “Comments” box which allowed people to specify their personal views on mandatory entrance 
fees to visit a diver trail on a historic protected wreck. 
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 69. 
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The most popular answer for question 17 with 49.3% of responses was ““Maybe – but would 
depend on the level of the fee charged”.  Only 26.1% of respondents answered “No – do not 
believe should have to pay to dive wrecks” with 24.6% answering “Yes – it makes sense that an 
underwater heritage site be managed and funded like a land heritage site”.   
 
In the “Comments” box 8 respondent wrote about their visit to the HMS Colossus Diver Trail: 
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• Most diver’s disposable income allocated to diving is a fixed amount. Any economic benefit 
to a local economy must be considered with the negative impact somewhere else; 

• Diving is expensive overall (travel,accom,fills,boat etc). If the fee was to be much more than 
£5 each, many in our Club (some are not at all well off and struggle) would opt for 
something else (e.g The Persier); 

• Needs to be clear and transparent. 
• Donation system seems fine to me 
• With today’s cost of diving it would depend on the amount. Talk to local dive shop operators 

and they have already see a big decline in diving 
• As long as the price is not too much as it could put divers off paying and trying to dive it 

illegally 
• As long as the money was explained in terms of maintenance of wreck, etc 
• It costs more than enough for boat charter fees, air, equipment 

 
 
Q.18. In addition to the Coronation diver trail, how many times in 2012 did you visit the 
Coronation as part of the Coronation Wreck Project? (If none, please add a zero value) 
This question was asked to get an understanding of how many visits are made to the Coronation 
as part of the ongoing survey project rather than as a visiting “tourist” diver who is not being asked 
to undertake any investigations on the site. 
 
Answer 
The total number of responses was 65.  Eight respondents recorded a total of 49 visits to the site 
in 2012 as part of the Coronation Wreck Project. The number of visits in 2012 ranged from: 
 
0 visits - 57 people 
1 visit – 1 person 
2 visits – 3 people 
3 visits – 1 person 
4 visits – 1 person 
5 visits – 1 person 
30 visits – 1 person 
 
 
Q.19. If you have visited the Coronation in 2012 as part of the Coronation Wreck Project 
how much do you think you spent in the local area per visit? (If none, please add a zero 
value) 
This question was asked to get an understanding of how much is spent in the local area by those 
divers making up the Coronation Wreck project dive team as part of the ongoing survey project.  
 
It is noted that 10 people did not to answer this question meaning the total number of responses 
was only 64. Respondents recorded a total spend of £1,528 in 2012 as part of the Coronation 
Wreck Project. The amount of spend in 2012 ranged from: 
 
£0.00 – 51 people 
£20.00 – 1 person 
£28.00 – 1 person 

£30.00 – 1 person 
£50.00 – 2 people 
£60.00 – 1 person 
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£100.00 – 1 person 
£150.00 – 2 people 
£150.00 – 1 person 

£190.00 – 1 person 
£200.00 – 1 person 
£500.00 – 1 person 

 
The highest response of £500.00 came from a single respondent who in response to Question 18 
actually reported making no visits to the site as part of the Coronation Wreck Project in 2012. 
Therefore this response has been altered to £0.00 rather than £500.00. Following this change, the 
total spent was £1,028 and the range of responses were: 
 
£0.00 – 52 people 
£20.00 – 1 person 
£28.00 – 1 person 
£30.00 – 1 person 
£50.00 – 2 people 
£60.00 – 1 person 

£100.00 – 1 person 
£150.00 – 2 people 
£150.00 – 1 person 
£190.00 – 1 person 
£200.00 – 1 person 

 
The average spend of the 12 respondents who reported their spending in 2012 as part of the 
Coronation Wreck Project was subsequently £85.66 per visit.   
 
 
14. Lessons learnt by existing diver trails in England 
14.1. One of the objectives of this study was to highlight some of the lessons learnt by the 
Coronation trail project as well as on other trails that have been established in England including 
on HMS Colossus and on the Norman’s Bay Wreck. The purpose is to provide advice and 
guidance for other individuals or organisations planning to establish diver trails on other protected 
wrecks. 
 
14.2. In the “Lessons Learnt” section of their 2005 report on two diver trails on the Needles and 
Alum Bay wrecks the Hampshire and Wight Trust for Maritime Archaeology (HWTMA 2005) stated 
that:  
 

• The response to the Alum Bay and Needles Dive Trail Project has been overwhelmingly 
positive. Our experiences on these two very different sites, in addition to our experience 
with the Warship Hazardous Dive Trail, has provided a solid foundation on which to build. 

• The challenges faced through the administrative planning and on site logistics have 
necessitated a variety of solutions enabling the Dive Trail concept to be applied to the 
environmentally and archaeologically difficult sites resulting in a high quality product. 

• In the short term the Dive Trails exist to fulfil a need to provide information on, and access 
to, historic shipwrecks. The emphasis is on providing participants with a fun and enjoyable 
experience that also involves the dissemination of information. The Needles Dive Trail also 
fulfils an important role in providing access to a Protected Wreck Site that would otherwise 
be off-limits to divers. 

• In the long term the benefits of the project should be: 
• Increasing public awareness of the submerged cultural heritage 
• Educating divers in what to look out for on historic wrecks 
• Promotion of the sustainable use of the submerged cultural heritage 
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14.3. In the “Post Project Evaluation” section of their 2011 report on the Norman’s Bay Designated 
Wreck Diver Trail (NAS 2011) submitted to English Heritage, the Nautical Archaeology Society 
stated that: 
 
“Naturally many lessons are learnt whilst undertaking a venture of this kind and some are positive 
(what does work) and some are negative (what does not work). It is worth stressing that some of 
these lessons are specific for this particular site, in this particular location and with the resources 
available to this project and as such they must not be taken as a rule”. 
 

• In the project development stage the main lesson learnt has been in the design of the trail. It 
is vital to have a comprehensive understanding of your site and an accurate site plan. 
During the project we have discovered differences between the published site plan and 
what is actually on the seabed which could very easily result in confusion by visiting groups 
as well as the team establishing the trail.  

 
• Secondly it is vital that a site has a marker buoy to allow visiting divers to find and access 

the trail from the preferred starting point. This buoy also serves to protect the site from 
damage caused by the deployment of diver shot-line weights which can weigh as much as 
50kgs. 

 
• It has proved essential to have dialogue with other groups that are undertaking similar 

projects in the UK and overseas in order to learn from their experiences.  
 

• It has proved very beneficial to involve the local dive club (Sovereign Divers, Eastbourne 
BSAC 513) who can then act as local custodians of the wreck. 

 
• Compared to the very successful dive trail on the Coronation wreck in Plymouth and as part 

of this project’s delivery stage it has become clear that diving from Eastbourne does not 
come without its complications. There is very limited diving infrastructure in or around 
Eastbourne, with perhaps the largest issue being the lack of a nearby public slipway for 
launching diving boats. The nearest public slip is in Newhaven some 33 kilometres from the 
wreck site. Launching boats at Sovereign Harbour, Eastbourne can only be achieved by 
crane which is expensive (over £60.00) and there are only a couple of charter hard-boats 
that base themselves out of Sovereign Harbour.  

 
• On a positive note we have managed to build good relationships with all the diving charter 

boats who now all offer dives on the trail as part of their offering to their clients.  
 

• It has been possible to create the Norman’s Bay Designated Wreck Diver Trail on schedule 
and on budget. It is recommended by the author that any group wishing to undertake a 
similar project should allow a minimum of 2 years for the design, creation and administration 
of a diver trail and to try and build in a contingency for days lost due to bad weather. 

 
• The real success of the project can only be evaluated in the long term. The NAS intend to 

continue to develop and administer the trail and to look for new mechanisms to promote the 
experience of diving on an underwater cultural heritage asset. The NAS believes that 
visiting, seeing and touching a site like that at Norman’s Bay can be wholly positive 
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experience that can change people’s perception of the value of in situ preservation. 
 
 

14.4. In the final report submitted to English Heritage following the establishment of the diver trail 
on the HMS Colossus site in the Scilly Isles, no specific comments are made about lessons learnt 
or good practice for establishing diver visitor trails (Camidge 2009b).  
 
14.5. Following additional correspondence with the individuals and organisations that have set up 
these three trails (with the financial support of English Heritage) the main lessons or issues (in no 
particular order) would appear to be: 
 

• Don’t underestimate the maintenance work required for the visitor trail. 
• Visitors are willing to donate to the visitor trail as a “thank-you” for the experience. But it 

needs to be clear that this donation will be used to maintain the visitor trail. 
• Underwater waterproof guide books are essential with simple words in large fonts and 

illustrations and map to help visitors. 
• Don’t underestimate the time it takes to follow up with the visiting divers to obtain their dive 

statistics, feedback, copies of photographs, etc 
• No matter how well signposted and labelled, visiting divers will still get lost – just accept it. 
• Trails on sites with good in-water visibility are likely to attract most visitors. 
• Trails in areas with strong diving infrastructure (such as charter boats, slipways and dive 

shops) are likely to attract most visitors. 
• Marketing is essential – if people do not know about it, how can they wish to visit it. 
• It is important too to have a specific shot mark location, away from the site to protect the 

artefacts from damage from shot weights being dropped over board. 
• Permanent buoyage would be preferable to aid people finding the site in the first place – 

after all visitors to a castle, prehistoric hillfort or historic house don’t have to do it with only a 
rough estimate of there the heritage attraction is. 

• Land based displays for each trail would be beneficial to raising awareness to the non-
diving public. 

• Small amount of funding should be allocated to each trail to help support the maintenance 
costs of the trails. This low level grant aid should not have to be “bidded” for as the process 
is too time consuming for the volunteer licensees who in the most part are administering the 
visitor trails. 

 
 
15. Conclusions 
15.1. The research aim of this project was to put a value to the local economy of the diver trail on 
the designated wreck site of the Coronation in Plymouth. 
 
15.2. The objectives of the project were: 

• To determine how many people annually visit the wreck of the Coronation and other diver 
trails established on Protected Wrecks protected by the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973 

• To determine the items that people spend money on during their visit to Plymouth 
• To determine the individual economic spend during their visit to Plymouth 
• To determine the total annual spend by divers visiting Plymouth to dive the Coronation 
• To determine the economic value of the Coronation to the local economy 
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• To determine the lessons learnt by the Coronation trail project as well as on other trails that 
have been established in England including HMS Colossus and on the Norman’s Bay 
Wreck. 

 
15.3. As a result of the online survey undertaken by those people that had visited the Coronation 
wreck dive trail in 2012 and from additional information provided by English Heritage and the 
licensees of the Coronation, the HMS Colossus wreck and the Norman’s Bay wreck it is possible 
to deal with each of the objectives. 
 
15.4. The first objective of the study was: To determine how many people annually visit the wreck 
of the Coronation and other diver trails established on the Protected Wrecks protected by the 
Protection of Wrecks Act 1973. 
 
15.5. From figures provided by Alison James at English Heritage the figures for annual visits to 
diver trails (Section 12) established on the Protected Wrecks protected by the Protection of 
Wrecks Act 1973 it has been possible to collate and compare visitor numbers.  
 
 

Year Coronation 
(opened 2011) 

HMS Colossus 
(opened 2009) 

Norman’s Bay Wreck 
(opened 2011) 

Total 

2008 0 166 0 166 
2009 22 (+22) 257 (+91) 20 (+20) 299 
2010 197 (+175) 204 (-53) 0 (-20) 401 
2011 672 (+475) 218 (+14) 65 (+65) 955 
2012 264 (-408) 320 (+102) 81 (+16) 665 
Total 1155 999 166 2320 

 
15.6. Whilst it might be expected that this was a simple exercise, correspondence from Alison 
James identified that this is not the case. She highlighted that the figures “are only the number of 
named divers on the licence - it does not reflect where one person may have made multiple visits” 
(Alison James, pers comm) and conversations with dive trail organisers and licensee holders 
highlighted that as some divers visit a site more than once per year, yet this is not reflected in the 
English Heritage statistics. Mark Pearce, licensee of the Coronation, when asked, stated that 
“some have visited several times, and some are regulars on the dives we do each week. We have 
a good number of clubs that now make the wreck part of the standard itinerary each time they visit 
Plymouth. Some dive it twice over any given weekend” (Mark Pearce, pers comm).  The 2012 
figures on visitor trail numbers that are maintained by the Coronation licensees show that nearly 
700 visits to the site were made over the year, compared to only 264 named divers listed by 
English Heritage (Mark Pearce & Alison James, pers comm).    
 
15.7. Another factor to be considered is that some visits are inevitably cancelled during a year, 
mostly due to bad weather, the numbers of named divers cannot be taken as being a completely 
accurate figure for the number of actual visits that take place each year. It is therefore 
recommended that sites which have visitor access trails on them should keep an accurate record 
of actual visits that take place each year. This would provide English Heritage with more 
meaningful information about not only the number of people but also the number of visits that take 
place each year. This would also, by default, provide more definitive information about the impact 
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and the benefits of the visitor trails.  
 
 
15.8. The second objective of the study was: To determine the items that people spend money on 
during their visit to Plymouth. 
 
15.9. It is perhaps obvious to state that during a visit to a protected wreck like the Coronation 
people will spend their money going diving and on all the ancillary items that are required for this 
activity, such as food, drink, diving air, equipment, spares, etc.  But in order get an idea of what 
people did do during their visit and therefore what they spent their money on, question 4 of the 
survey asked: During your visit to the Coronation wreck diver trail in 2011 or 2012 did you remain 
in the local area to do other activities? If so what did you do? 
 
15.10. The most popular answer to question 4 was “Yes – other day(s) diving on other sites” with 
nearly 65% of responses. The second most popular answer with 17.6% was “No” – with the only 
activity undertaken during their visit to Plymouth was to dive on the Coronation Diver Trail. Other 
popular answers were Shopping (13.5%); Diving Course (12.2%) and Other (16.3%).  
 
Of the “Other” responses people answered; 
 

• Ate out 
• Nightlife 
• Visited dive shops 
• Evening socialising 

 
 
15.11. Diving is clearly very popular in Plymouth with wrecks such as the James Eagan Layne and 
HMS Scylla (http://www.divescylla.com/) which was deliberately sunk in 2004, quite near to the 
Coronation wreck. With so many divers visiting Plymouth it is not surprizing that the most popular 
answer was “Yes - another days diving on other sites” and to undertake a “Diving Course”. Having 
said that, 17.6% of respondents only visited the area to go diving on the Coronation so the historic 
wreck by itself clearly has enough appeal to bring visitors into the area. 
 
 
15.12. Respondents to the survey also spent their money on shopping, (13.5%), museums (1.4%), 
exhibitions (2.7%), countryside (6.8%) as well as evening socialising and nightlife.  
 
 
15.13. The third objective of the study was: To determine the individual economic spend during 
their visit to Plymouth 
 
 
15.14. Examination of the 69 responses to the questions on specific spending during visits to the 
Coronation undertaken in 2012 allows an estimate of individual economic spends to be made. 
Respondents spends can be seen in the table below.  
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In 2012, how 
many times 
did you visit 
the 
Coronation 
as part of the 
wreck diver 
trail? (If none 
please add a 
Zero value) 

For your visit(s) 
to the 
Coronation diver 
trail in 2012, how 
much (in total if 
more than one 
night) do you 
think you spent 
on your 
accommodation? 
(If none, please 
add a Zero 
value) 

For your visit(s) 
to the 
Coronation 
diver trail in 
2012, how 
much (in total) 
do you think 
you spent on 
your travel to 
Plymouth? (If 
none, please 
add a Zero 
value) 

For your visit(s) 
to the 
Coronation diver 
trail in 2012, 
how much (in 
total) do you 
think you spent 
on your 
subsistence 
(food and drink, 
including 
alcohol) in the 
Plymouth area? 
(If none, please 
add a Zero 
value) 
 

For your visit(s) 
to the 
Coronation diver 
trail in 2012, 
how much (in 
total) do you 
think you spent 
on charter boat 
costs (as a 
single diver – 
not the entire 
charter cost)? (If 
none, please 
add a Zero 
value) 

For your 
visit(s) to the 
Coronation 
diver trail in 
2012, how 
much (in total) 
do you think 
you spent at a 
dive shop (e.g. 
for equipment 
hire, air fills, 
miscellaneous 
purchases)? 
(If none, 
please add a 
Zero value) 

In addition to 
the 
Coronation 
diver trail, 
how many 
times in 2012 
did you visit 
the 
Coronation 
as part of the 
Coronation 
Wreck 
Project? (If 
none, please 
add a Zero 
value) 

If you have 
visited the 
Coronation in 
2012 as part 
of the 
Coronation 
Wreck Project 
how much do 
you think you 
spent in the 
local area per 
visit? (If none, 
please add a 
Zero value) 

105 £1,952 £1,666 £2,136 £2,331 £609 49 £1,388 
 
15.15. From the 74 respondents to the survey, 69 people undertook 105 visits to the Coronation as 
part of the wreck diver trail in 2012.  These 69 individuals spent a total of £8,085, an average 
spend of £117.17 per person and an average spend of £77.00 per visit.  In addition to the visits to 
the diver trail undertaken in 2012, the 69 respondents undertook a total of 49 visits to the site as 
part of the Coronation Wreck Project which is actively researching the site and maintaining the 
diver trail. These respondents spent a total of £1,388, undertaking these visits to the site, spending 
an average of £28.32 per visit.   
 
15.16. Respondents were not asked for a detailed breakdown of their costs as part of the 
Coronation Wreck Project, so it is not conclusively clear as to why this is figure is so much lower 
than the cost of individual divers visiting the trail.  However, it is most likely as a result of the 
individuals involved with the Coronation Wreck Project being from the local area and diving from 
their own small diving boats rather than chartering vessels.  
 
15.17. The fourth objective was: To determine the total annual spend by divers visiting Plymouth to 
dive the Coronation 
 
15.18. Using the survey results it is possible to interpolate what the total annual spend total by 
divers visiting Plymouth to dive the Coronation. The only difficulty lies in judging the number of 
visits actually undertaken in 2012. As already discussed, there is a substantial difference between 
the number of named divers on the English Heritage approved licences for the year (264 names) 
compared to the number of visits/dives undertaken that have been provided by the licensees of the 
site (c.700 visits). 
 
15.19. Using the £77.00 per visit cost (as calculated above) and using both sets of visitor numbers 
that have been provided it can be suggested that the total annual spend by divers visiting 
Plymouth to dive the Coronation is between £20,328 and £77,000. 
 

Number of named divers 
or number of visits in 

2012 

Cost per visit (based on 
travelling to Plymouth and 

charting a vessel) 

Total annual spend 

264 named divers £77.00 £20,328 
700 visits £77.00 £53,900 
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15.20. It has already been outlined in section 12 that it is much more likely to be 700 visits than the 
264 and therefore the total spend of £53,900 is likely to be a far better estimate than the lower 
figure of £20,328.  
 
15.21. If the £28.32 per visit cost as calculated above is used and using both sets of visitor 
numbers it can be suggested that the total annual spend by divers living in the Plymouth area to 
dive the Coronation is between £7,476 and £19,824. 
 

Number of named divers 
or number of visits in 

2012 

Cost per visit (based on 
living in the Plymouth area 

and using own boat) 

Total annual spend 

264 named divers £28.32 £7,476 
700 visits £28.32 £19,824 

 
15.22. It has become apparent that it is not so easy to determine what proportion of the visits to 
the Coronation in 2012 were undertaken by local people and diving from their own boats and what 
proportion are visitors from outside the area who would have had higher costs. This question 
should have been included in the survey to answer this uncertainty. 
 
15.23. The fifth objective was: To determine the economic value of the Coronation to the local 
economy. 
 
15.24. The economic value of the Coronation to the local economy every year could be calculated 
by asking every single visitor to the site in 2012 to detail how much they spent on their visit or visits 
to the site in that year, whether as part of the protected wreck diver trail or as part of the 
Coronation Wreck Project diver team. This is exactly what the online survey tried to achieve. 
However, with only 69 survey respondents who visited the site in 2012, compared to the estimated 
700 actual visits undertaken, a degree of interpolation has been required. 
 
15.25. Using the breakdown of named divers supplied by English Heritage and if the average 
spend figures (as calculated in the previous section) are used, we can begin to estimate what the 
economic value of the site is to the local economy of Plymouth.  
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2012 264 1 73 1   32 1 369 3
 
15.26. With visitors to the trail coming from further afield more likely to spend more (£77.00 per 
visit) and with local project divers (working on survey and excavation licences) likely to spend less 
(£28.32 per visit) we can estimate that the economic value to the local economy in one year as 
being £23,301. This would be a very conservative estimate as it is based only on named divers, 
not actually number of visits. 
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Licence Type Number of named divers Spend per visit Total spend 
Visitor 264 £77.00 £20,328 
Survey 73 £28.32 £2,067 
Excavation 32 £28.32 £906 
Total 369  £23,301 

 
15.27. Alternatively, if the figure of 700 visits undertaken in 2012 as supplied by the Coronation 
licensees is used, the total income benefit to the local economy becomes somewhere between 
£53,900 and £19,823. 
 

Licence Type Number of visits Spend per visit Total spend 
All 700 £77.00 £53,900 

 
 

Licence Type Number of visits Spend per visit Total spend 
All 700 £28.32 £19,823 

 
15.28. The licensee of the Coronation, Mark Pearce estimates that in 2012 about one third of the 
visits (233) on the wreck were as part of the survey project and two thirds (467), were as part of 
the visitor trail (Mark Pearce, pers comm April 2013).  Using this breakdown (as supplied by the 
licensee) for estimated visits and the estimated project dives we can calculate that the local 
economic benefit of the Coronation Wreck Diver Trail in 2012 was £42,557. 
 

Type of visit Number of visits Spend per visit Total spend 
Visitor Trail 467 £77.00 £35,959 
Project  233 £28.32 £6,598 
Total 700  £42,557 

 
 
15.29. The sixth and final objective was: To determine the lessons learnt by the Coronation trail 
project as well as on other trails that have been established in England including HMS Colossus 
and on the Norman’s Bay Wreck.  Discussion of this objective has already been covered in Section 
14 of this report.  
 
 
16. Recommendations 
16.1. The online survey questions were designed to obtain particular figures and views from 
visitors to the Coronation Wreck Diver Trail. During the project it has become apparent that the 
numbers of actual visitors and the number of actual visits undertaken on the site in one year is 
actually quite hard to calculate. 
 
16.2. Gaining a better understanding of the economic benefit of the Coronation trail to the local 
economy would require more accurate figures for the number of visits that actually did take place 
on the site in the year and where those people travelled from. It would have been useful in the 
survey to have recorded how far people actually travelled for their dive on the Coronation and 
perhaps whether they bought their own boat with them. It is recommended that English Heritage 
attempt to analyze the number of visits that take place on all protected wreck diver trails in 
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England in future years including information about where visitors come from. 
 
16.3. The Coronation case study in Plymouth is fortunate to be in an area of the country where the 
infrastructure exists to support recreational scuba diving. The diver trail established on HMS 
Colossus is also in a similar context. The Norman’s Bay Wreck by comparison received only a 
limited number of visitors per year because there are simply not the facilities to support the visiting 
divers. Very few diving charter boats work out of the local Sovereign Harbour Marina in 
Eastbourne and there is no slipway for launching small boats for at least 12 miles (in Newhaven 
and Rye). The nearest compressed air supply is also 30 minutes drive away in Newhaven.  It 
therefore recommended that the level of local diving infrastructure available be taken in to 
consideration when further trail proposals are being considered on designated wrecks in England. 
For the trail currently being established on the wreck of the HMS/m A1 submarine in the Solent, 
such diving infrastructure is already well established. 
 
16.4. The permanent buoyage of a site which is hosting a visitor diver trail should be considered as 
advantageous. Such buoyage would aid people finding the site in the first place. The best analogy 
with terrestrial assets would be for a historic monument, such as York Castle, spending thousands 
of pounds per year on advertising and marketing to attract visitors and then not having any 
signposts or official entrance and simply expecting visitors to work it out where it is for themselves 
from GPS coordinates.  This would not be acceptable. English Heritage should seek funding from 
central government that should be ring-fenced for the installation and maintenance of buoys on 
protected wrecks that do have visitor trails established on them.  
 
16.5. Whilst it might be difficult to justify the expense for buoying these sites, as they are unable to 
generate any significant direct income for English Heritage, it has been demonstrated by this study 
that it is a worthwhile investment of UK tax-payers money, that can (and clearly do) contribute to 
the local economy in the vicinity of the trail. So whilst the economic return is not direct, it should 
not be forgotten that there is a substantial positive indirect economic benefit.   
 
16.6. Finally, small amount of funding should be allocated to each trail to help support the 
maintenance costs. These low level costs are normally associated with maintenance of ground 
navigation lines, numbers floats as underwater signage and possibly even land based displays.  
This low level grant aid should not have to be “bidded” for by each site, as the process is too time 
consuming for the volunteer licensees who are, in the most part, administering the visitor trails on 
behalf of English Heritage and on behalf of the nation. 
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