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Summary

This report summarises the results of visitor surveys conducted by the Thames Basin Heath
Partnership on a subset of SANG sites during winter 2018.

Visitor surveying involved tally counts and face -to-face questionnaires. Tally counts were

conducted to record the number of people passing at each discrete access point and

understand visitor footfall. Unterviewing of site
activities, visit patterns, likes and dislikes, other places visited and point of origin (home

postcode).

Surveys were conducted at 14 sites for a total of 252 hours. This used a standardised
methodology with 12 hours on a weekday and 6 hours on a weekend, spread ev  enly over
three 2 -hour surveying windows of ; 8:00-10:00, 11:00-13:00 and 14:00 -16:00.

Across all survey locations a total of 2,737 people were  recorded during the 252 hours of
surveying - an average of 10.9 people per hour passing surveyors ( i.e. enterin g and leaving).
The number of people per hour (pph) was typically higher at weekends than weekday s; an
overall average was 9.5 pph on weekdays and 13.6 on weekends. At individual sites, the totals
ranged from 501 people (27.8 pph) at Heather Farm, to 47 (2 .6 pph) at Timber Hill. Using the
two -hour survey session totals for each site we observed clear differences between sites,
weekdays and weekends , but not the different times of day.

In total, 706 interviews were conducted and  site totals ranged from 16 a t Timber Hill to 112 at

Heather Farm. Interviews could be conducted with lone visitors  , or single member s from a

party of visitors. The average number of people ina n interviewee group was 1.5 people per

group and consisted of 0.1 minors per group, 0.3ove r 65As per group and 0.9
Typical number of dogs per group was always above 0.7, apart from at Timber Hill (0.5 Z

typically half of interviewees without a dog). The average number of minors was low at most

sites, except for Popes Meadow wher e this was 0.3 minors per groups z roughly one third of

interviewed groups.

Almost four in five interviewees were dog walkers, 79% of interviewees, followed by 12%
walkers and 3% outing with the family. Dog walking was the main activity at all but one si te
(Timber Hill) and ranged from 50% at Timber Hill to 95% at Dilly Lane.

Visit patterns of interviewees were examined and a typical visit duration was estimated to be
around 50 minutes 7 25% of interviewees stated they visited less than 30 minutes and 57 %
between 30 minutes and 1 hour. Visit frequency was estimated to be around 189 visits per

year - 34% of interviewees visited 1 to 3 times a week and 21% daily (increasing to 31%
examining those who visited daily or more than once a day). Sites with a high percentage of
frequent visitors were Dilly Lane and Hare Hill, compared to very infrequent visitors at

Heather Farm and Horseshoe Lake. Overall, three quarters of interviewees arrived on site by
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car. The two sites with the highest percentage of visitors  on foot (>90%) were Dilly Lane and
Hare Hill.

Using interviewees /postcodes, we observed that 98% of interviewees were residents of the 11
local authorities which are in the TBHP. The mean distance between interviewee A home and
the survey point was 3.8 km, but half lived within a 1.7km radius (median value) and three
guarters within 3.7 km (Q3, 75th percentile  value). However, these varied values greatly
between survey sites; median value ranged from 0.4 km at Hare Hill to 4.1 km at Heather

Farm. Local knowledge was key in how visitors became aware of the sites, with wo  rd of mouth
and proximity to the sites the main ways.

Interviewees were asked to state their reasons for visiting the current site and across all sites

the main reason was that sites were close to home, given by 35% of interviewees. This was
followed by f actors for dogs ; they fact that visitors could let the dog off lead (133 interviewees,
19%) and the site being good for dogs (130, 18%). At individual sites, the fact the site was close
to home was the main reason at eight of the fourteen sites.

Ratings given by interviewees highlight some sites with issues in regards to paths, parking and
site quality for dogs. Lower ratings for paths were noticeable at Chobham water meadows

and Hare Hill, for parking at Dilly Lane and Timber Hill, and for dogs at Timber Hill. Sites with
low ratings often had issues which were again mentioned in the suggested improvements

from interviewees. Most common improvements given were; better paths, more dog poo
bins/dog fouling issues, more parking , new or better fencing, and mor e paths/choice of paths .
However, it should be noted that overall ratings were generally positive and around a third of
interviewees thought no improvements were necessary.

The SANG sites used represent one of a pool of local sites used by the visitors.  The most
commonly named alternative sites given by interviewees were  : Horsell Common (8%) ,
Chobham Common (6%), Virginia water (5%) and Cabbage Hill (3%). The alternative sites were
categorised as to the type of sites they represent. Us ing the first named alternative sites, 29%
of interviewees named a SANG site, 34% named a SPA site and 38% named other sites. The
reason interviewees chose these sites was most frequently for variety (21%), followed by the

fact sites are close to home (18%) and because they offer large open areas (16%).
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Introduction

The Thames Basin Heaths (TBH) Special Protection Area (SPA) covers an area
of approximately 8,400 ha and was classified under the Birds Directive in

2005. The area consists of 13 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
distributed in three counties (Surrey, Berkshire and Hampshi  re) and covers
11 local authorities. About half (ca 4 ,000 ha) is within the Ministry of Defence
Training Estate, with the remainder owned and managed by Local

Authorities, Conservation NGOs, Forestry Commission and private

landowners.

The SPA includes areas of dry and wet heathland, mire, oak and birch
woodland, gorse scrub and acid grassland, plus conifer plantation. UK
southern heathlands, an open habitat found on poor, acid soils and

dominated by heathers and gorse (Calluna vulgaris, Ericassp. and Ulex ssp.),
have a very limited global distribution, and are among the most threatened
habitats in Britain and Europe. A subset of the area is also designated as a
Special Area of Conservation (SAC).

The TBH are located to the south west of London, along the M3 corridor, and
this proximity to London has led to high pressure for development, which
started in the mid -20th century and continues to the present day.

Heathlands in southern England now occupy about a sixth of the area they
formerly covered. In TBH i t has been estimated that the decline in area was
53% between 1904 and 2003 with fragmentation of 52 main blocks to 192
smaller blocks during the same period (Land Use Consultants 2005).

The TBH SPA is classified for three species of birds listed on Annex | of the
Birds Directive: Nightjar Caprimulgus europaeus, Woodlark Lullula arborea and
Dartford warbler Sylvia undata. All three species are ground nesting (or in the
case of Dartford warbler, low nesting) species, and are therefore particularly
vulnerabl e to disturbance.

A range of impacts to heathlands are particularly associated with the
proximity to urban ar e(@eeHasKins 2080eUndethil b a n
Day 2005 for review) include; increased fire incidence, trampling, fly -tipping,
pollution, soil erosion, predation by cats, increased natural predator s, and
disturbance by humans and their dogs. Studies of the Annex | bird species

ef f e
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show clear impacts of increased housing on both breeding success and
numbers (Murison 2002; Liley & Clarke 2003; Liley et al. 2006; Mallord et al.
2007)

Acting upon this evidence of the urban effects, it was recognised that

mitigation measures were necessary to ensure continued residential

development did not adversely impact the TBH SPA. The local authorities,

with Natural England, work ed to produce a series of mitigation and

avoidance measures. The background to these is discussed in detail in

Burl eyAs report on the T2BON) aBdRidtailgof thé t del i v e
agreed approach set out in the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area

Delivery Framework (Thames Basin Heaths Joint Strategic Partnership Board

2009).

The delivery framework states a seri es of development zones around the
SPA that inform where and how residential development can be taken
forward, including the use of alternative sites, visitor access management
and the accompanying monitoring of the actions:

q A 400m zone around the SPA bou ndary within which there is a
premise of no net development.

1 A zone of influence from 400m to 5km from the SPA boundary (up to
7km for large developments) within which any new residential
development should provide , or contribute to the provision of
avoidance measures to mitigate the impacts of the new residents.

1 Avoidance measures such as the provision of additional green space
( Y S A\sditabfe alternative natural greenspace) and on  -site access
management zgtrat}ia dbkss management and
monito ring).

Access management is coordinated strategically by Natural England working

with the local authorities and partners, under the Thames Basin Heaths

Partnership. The TBHP is made up of 26 organisations, primarily the 11 local

authorities, but also rel evant government bodies and NGOs. The access

management can include YsoftA measures, suc
or YhardA measur es s uc managing pathmétwoikisegtc. car par
Wardeni ng staff, which have been on the ground since 2015, promote

appropriate behaviour on the SPA and encourage use of alternative sites,

including the use of a website to detail alternative  sites for visitors to use
(http://www.tbhpartnership.org.uk/sites/ ).

2
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The other part of SAMM is the monitoring of the mitigation measures. SAMM
recognises that continual monitoring is needed to evaluate the levels of
recreational use on heaths and on SANGs. Monitoring should allow a check
on the effectiveness of measures, a ct as an early warning and allow
mitigation measures to be adjusted as necessary to reflect changes in access
patterns, and types of use on both heathland and SANG mitigation sites.

Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is the term given to
greenspaces that are created or enhanced with the specific purpose of
absorbing recreation pressure that would otherwise occur at sites

designated at the protected wildlife sites. By providing alternative
greenspaces that meet s u ssanilasrAcreatiere d s
experience to the SPA some of the recreation pressure that would otherwise
be inflicted on the protected wildlife sites can be diverted.

Creating easy to access sites, which are safe, large and interesting, are well
maintained but also feel similar to the SPA is a difficult balancing act.

SANGSs can be created as entirely new sites, that previously had no public
access, or on greenspaces with existing access which can be enhanced to
create a SANG. Such enhancements may include the addition of car -parks,
marked routes or new planting, for example.

Although also established in other areas, the approach has become strongly
linked to the Thames Basin Heaths and there are now some 61 blocks of
SANGs established (additional sites in progress not included), as shown in
Map 1. Individual SANGs may be located in close proximity to new
development but may also occur more widely across the SPA. It is recognised

that a SANG may not fully prevent all visits by new residents to the ~ SPAbut is

however likely to take up some existing pressure , and the placement of
SANGs more strategically in the context of existing housing and the SPA is
relevant. By providing sites for both new residents and the existing local
population, it is recognised that new residents will still exert some pressure

on th e SPA but t hat the Ynet effectA AN of
recreation pressure on protected wildlife sites.

As part of SAMM there is an explicit requirement to monitor the outcome of
access management. Monitoring is critical to establish whet  her SANG sites
are functioning effectively as a n alternative destination for people who also
visit the SPA. It can also be used gauge visitor opinion of historic

3
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management and inform future management decisions. Management

actions which consider visitor o pinion are more likely to enhance the visitor
experience; encouraging more frequent visits or a longer visits are likely to
result in reduced visitor pressure on the SPA. Monitoring across a number of

sites, examined simultaneously can be used more strateg ically to examine
the access management network as a whole.

The purpose of this report is to analyse the SANG visitor survey data from 14
SANGsites during the winter of 201 8 conducted by the SAMM project team
as part of their ongoing monitoring of access
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Map 1: Location of the SANGs in relation to the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.
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2. Methods

Approach

2.1 The face-to-face visitor survey ing was undertaken by Thames Basin Heaths
Partnership staff and resulting visitor data were collated and provided to us.
Data were in the form of the questionnaire responses from visitors and
count data on the number of people seen (overall visitor numbers) in the
surveying period. Visitor survey ing was conducted at 14 SANG sites (see
Table 1and Map 2).

2.2 At each survey site a single point location was used to intercept visitors
These discrete point locations were at key access points onto sites, mostly
main car parks.

Table 1: Summary of the 14 sites which were surveyed by TBHP staff. See also Map 2.

SANG Local Authority Size of site (ha)

Ambarrow Court Bracknell 13.7
Chobham Water Meadows Surrey Heath 24.9
Dilly Lane? Hart 9.8

Ether Hill and Queenswood Runnymede 15.9
Hare Hill Runnymede 185

Hawley Meadows (and Blackwater Park )* Hart/Surrey Heath/Rushmoor 39.0
Heather Farm Surrey Heath/ Woking 24.9
Horseshoe Lake Bracknell 19.4
Larks Hill2 Bracknell 22.6
Peacock Meadows Bracknell 35.6
Popes Meadow Bracknell 5.8
Shepherds Meadows Bracknell/Hart 33.8
Timber Hill 3 Runnymede 20.7
Woodham Common Woking 28.9

* Hawley Meadows and Blackwater Park hereafter referred to just Hawley Meadows

2.3 Surveys were conducted within standard two -hour periods of 8:00-10:00,
11:00-13:00 and 14:00-16:00. Surveying was conducted for a total of two
weekday days (6 hours on each) and one weekend day (6 hours), giving 18

1 Queen Elizabeth Il Fields in GIS.
2 The Cut Countryside Corridor - Cut Cluster
3 3 blocks; Chaworth Copse , Ottershaw Chase and Timber Hill

6
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hours of survey in total. In most cases the survey sessions at a single location
were spread over several different dates. This approach is potentially ideal
compared to completing all surveying sessions on one date, as it can
minimise the effect of unusual visitor patterns on a single day (e.g. visitor
events, or effects of bad weather). For each survey location the surveys were
all completed within the same winter period (e.g. all sessions at a location
completed within January to April 2018 or September to December 2018 and
not spread between these).

2.4 While stationed at a survey point the surveyor would maintain a tally of all
people passing during the 2-hour slot. These counts enable us to compare
sites in terms of visitor volume/footfall.

2.5 Counts are always considered approximate , as they are maintained while
interviews are being conducted and, at busy sites in particular, it is difficult to
maintain an accurate count while talking to someone. Nonetheless the totals
will be largely accurate, broadly capture the level of busyness at each
location and are directly comparable with each other .

2.6 The interviewing of visitors was conducted by means of a face -to-face
guestionnaire led by the surveyor. Face-to-face interviews were carried out
with a random selection of visitors, wi  th the surveyor interviewing the first
person/s they saw after completing the previous interview. When groups
were encountered, only one person within each was interviewed, and no
unaccompanied minors were approached.

2.7 Interviewees were asked several questions regarding their visiting patterns,
including : their activity, visit patterns, point of origin (home postcode) ,
reasons for using the area , other sites visited etc. The questionnaire took an
average of 9 minutes to complete.

2.8 Surveys were conducted on tablets hosting SNAP survey software *

, a
dedicated market research software which allows surveys to be  completed
on tablets in the field . A GPS facilityin the tablet acted as a check to ensure

that the surveyor was standing in the correct pla ce.

4 https://www.snapsurveys.com/
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2.9 The survey data collected were checked over by TBHP and Footprint staff as

a data cleaning exercise. This included checking data gaps, recoding any

categories as necessary and examining free text fields.

The list of free text

site name s was examined by Footprint and TBH P staff to correct any
mistakes, reduce the number of duplicate variations and categorise the sites

into whether they were SPA, SANG or other sites.

Surveying

210 Surveys were all completed in 2018 but could be conducted earl yin 2018

(winter 2017/2018) or later in 2018 (winter 2018/2019). However,

as noted

already, each survey site was completed within the discrete early or late

winter windows, such that they did not span almost a year (see dates in

Table 2).

2.11 Surveys at the 14 locations were conducted on 70 separate dates across

winter 2018. Dates ranged from early in the year, between 12/01/2018 to
21/09/2018 to 21/12/2018 .

19/04/2018 and again later in the year between

212 For just one location ( Hare Hill) each of the 9 surveying windows were

conducted on a separate date, however most had one or two sessions
completed on a surveying date. On average 6 separate d ates were used.

Table 2: Summary of surveying dates

SANG

Ambarrow Court
Chobham Water Meadows
Dilly Lane
Ether Hill and Queenswood
Hare Hill
Hawley Meadows
Heather Farm
Horseshoe Lake
Larks Hill
Peacock Meadows
Popes Meadow
Shepherds Meadows
Timber Hill
Woodham Common

First

interviews

22/01/2018
19/01/2018
11/11/2018
26/01/2018
12/10/2018
08/10/2018
16/01/2018
17/01/2018
27/09/2018
14/11/2018
05/10/2018
23/01/2018
21/09/2018
12/01/2018

Last
interviews

22/02/2018
19/04/2018
21/12/2018
19/02/2018
17/11/2018
27/10/2018
24/02/2018
19/02/2018
15/12/2018
15/12/2018
16/11/2018
11/03/2018
03/10/2018
01/02/2018

Number of
individual dates

»

DO O O Ol 0 N U1 O A O OO 0O O
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There were no data gaps in the final data set. Unusual events during the
surveying were limited to a Bracknell Forest Council event for families and a
Yateley Walking group meet up occurring during a single session at
Horseshoe Lake (14/02/2018 , weekday session, 11:00-13:00). The exact
numbers for these events were not known , could not be distinguished from
other visitors and so could not be discounted from the count.

Surveyors had a large window for the winter and therefore a reasonable

level of flexibility i n surveying dates and windows. Most surveys were spread
over several dates and therefore this minimised the effect of a whole day of
rainfall. Surveyors were much more able to select fair weather conditions, or
at least dry conditions , in which interviewee s are more likely to stop to be
interviewed.

Overall, there was no rainfall in 80% of the 2 -hour surveying windows.
However, cloud cover was more variable, with an average of half of the
sessions overcast. Conditions were described as cold on around three  fifths
of sessions, mild on a third of sessions and just a few described as warm
(surveying dates in late September/ early October).
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Map 2: Location of the survey points used during the SANG visitor surveying.
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3. Visitor survey tally results
Total footfall
3.1 In total, 2,737 people were recorded passing during the 252 hours of

surveying. A summary of the total number of people passing at each survey
site is given in Table 3, with values also presented as people per hour (pph).
Data pooled across all survey locations provided an overall average of 10.9
people per hour passing surveyors. Values are expressed as people per hour
to account for the greater surveying time on weekdays compared to

weekends.

Table 3: Summary of the number of people recorded passing during tally counts, shown separately

for weekdays and weekend and all values as adjusted people per hour  (pph) counts. Top three and
bottom three values of people per hour in each column are highlighted in red, highest, and blue,
lowest.

Weekday
v
Location

Total people
(pph)

Total peopl
(pph)

Total people
(pph)

Ambarrow Court 12 142 (11.8) 6 133 (22.2) 18 275 (15.3)
Chobham Water Meadows 12 126 (10.5) 6 76 (12.7) 18 202 (11.2)
Dilly Lane 12 60 (5.0) 6 39 (6.5) 18 99 (5.5)
Ether Hill 12 67 (5.6) 6 50 (8.3) 18 117 (6.5)
Hare Hill 12 210(17.5) 6 65 (10.8) 18 275 (15.3)
Hawley Meadows 12 82 (6.8) 6 40 (6.7) 18 122 (6.8)
Heather Farm 12 241(20.1) 6 260 (43.3) 18 501 (27.8)
Horseshoe Lake 12 134 (11.2) 6 101 (16.8) 18 235 (13.1)
Larks Hill 12 73 (6.1) 6 49 (8.2) 18 122 (6.8)
Peacock Meadows 12 64 (5.3) 6 52 (8.7) 18 116 (6.4)
Popes Meadow 12 137 (11.4) 6 140 (23.3) 18 277 (15.4)
Shepherds Meadows 12 172 (14.3) 6 57 (9.5) 18 229 (12.7)
Timber Hill 12 24 (2.0) 6 23 (3.8) 18 47 (2.6)
Woodham Common 12 62 (5.2) 6 58 (9.7) 18 120 (6.7)

Total 168 1594 (9.5) 84 1143 (13.6) 252 2737 (10.9)
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3.2 There were marked differences between sites, with the total ranging from
501 people (27.8 people per hour) at Heather Farm , to 47 (2.6 pph) at Timber
Hill. The simple totals are given in Table 3, with the overall sum and people
per hour , and both shown s eparately for weekdays and weekend days.

3.3 Values for an Javerage dayj are calculated by adjusting values to account for
a weekly pattern ( i.e. weekday pph is multiplied by 5, weekend pph is
multiplied by 2, values summed and divided by 7 days in a week).  These
values are at a maximum only around 0.5 pph different from the unadjusted
pph values in the final column of Table 3. The average day pph estimate is
used in Figure 1. The value for the overall sum was very similar to an average
day estimate.

3.4 Figure 2 is used to show the relationship between these average day people
per hour counts and the size of the site. This did not appear to show any
correlation.
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Figure 1: Number of people per hour passing at each | ocation s
Average day people per hour is calculated by adjusting raw values to account for aweek Iy pattern

(weekday pph is multiplied by 5, weekend pph is multiplied by 2, values summed and divided by 7

days in a week).
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3.5 Overall, weekend values were greater than week days. Only three locations

had visitor totals which were greate r on weekdays then weekends : Hare Hill
(6.7 pph less, 38% less), Shepherds Meadows (4.8 pph less, 34% less) and
Hawley Meadows (0.1 pph less, 1% le ss). The average people per hour on

weekdays and weekend days at each survey location is given in Table 3 and

shown in Map 3.

3.6 Examination of the two hour totals for each |
a statistical test for differences, a Kruskal

ocation (9 values for each) using
-Wallis test, show ed highly

significant differences between survey locations (H=67.87, df=13, p<0.001),
between weekdays and weekends (H=4.58, df=1, p<0.032) , but not between
the three different times of day (H=2.67, df=2, p=0.264).
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Map 3: Tally count data summarised as number of people per hour for each survey point and seperately for weekdays and weekends.
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4. Visitor survey interview results

Number of interviews

4.1 In total , surveyors conducted interviews with 706 people  (or groups of
people ). Where groups of people were interviewed, only one person was
targeted for interviewing. Hereafter all people or groups of people are
referred to as interviewees. The group sizes are exp lored in a later section.

Site totals

4.2 Total number of interviews at each survey point ranged from 16 at Timber
Hill to 112 at Heather Farm over the 18 hours of survey. The total number of
people interviewed was 1 ,021 and this was 45% of the persons seen passing
during tally counts.

Table 4: Summary of the interviewing at each location. Table shows the n  umber of interviews

conducted, total number of people in the interviews and the number of people interviewe dasa
percentage of all p eople recorded in tally counts.
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Ambarrow Court 86 123 45
Chobham water meadows 49 70 35
Dilly Lane 39 51 52
Ether hill 32 44 38
Hare hill 42 59 21
Hawley Meadows 47 60 49
Heather farm 112 165 33
Horseshoe Lake 51 101 43
Larks Hill 44 60 49
Peacock Meadows 47 56 48
Popes Meadow 47 85 31
Shepherd meadows 56 86 38
Timber Hill 16 19 40
Woodham Common 38 42 35
Total 706 1021 45
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Group composition

4.3 At the end of questionnaire, surveyors recorded a number of observations
about the participating interviewee s. From this data we can conclude
interviewees were usually people on site on theirown 7z 66% of interviewees
were lone persons. The largest interviewed group size was 18 people, but
overall the average group size of the interviewees was 1. 5 people per group.
On average the interviewed group consisted of 0.1 minors per group, 0.3
over 65s per group and 0.9 dogs per group.

Table 5: Group composition of interviewees. Final three columns of averaged values are coloured
from red (high) to blue (low) values.

20 o 00 o
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Q.2 | QFE = QS c | T | Y o0
> I} = () 00 v
E — E (] 0 E E o0 = C &= 00 &~
=1 3 > '3_ > c v - c
Z £ Z 5 € z 5 2 ¢ o v <
= o 2 > < >
o < <
Ambarrow Court 86 123 67 3 1.43 0.78
Chebl sy 49 70 44 2 1.43 0.90 0.03
meadows
Dilly Lane 39 51 37 4 1.31 0.95 0.08
Ether hill 32 44 29 2 1.38 0.91 0.05
Hare hill 42 59 34 6 1.40 0.81 0.10
Hawley Meadows 47 60 47 3 128 GO oo
Heather farm 112 165 95 10 1.47 0.85 0.06
Larks Hill 44 60 43 ese  oo7

4 1.36
Peacock Meadows 47 56 47 3 -- 0.05
Popes Meadow 47 85 35 26 18 o+ [N
Shepherd meadows 56 86 50 6 1.54 0.89 0.07
Woodham Common 38 42 38 1 ---
1.45 0.88 0.08

Total 706 1021 624 84

4.4 The number of interviewees and constituting people in interviewed groups
for each survey point are shown in  Table 5. From Table 5 the largest average
group size was at Horseshoe Lake, with 2.0 people per group, compared to
1.1 people per group at Woodham Common. The number of dogs per group
was highest at Hawley Meadows, Peacock Meadows an d Woodham Common
with an average of 1 dog per group, compared to 0.5 dogs per group at
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Timber Hill. The number of minors per group showed less variation but
ranged from 0.3 per group (Popes Meadow) to 0 at Timber Hill.

From the interviews , it would appear group sizes were larger at weekends
and with more minors, but fewer dogs in groups.  On weekdays an average
interviewed group consisted of 1.3 people per group, 0.9 dogs per group and
0.1 minors per group. On weekends this was 1.6 people per group, 0.8 dogs
per group and 0.2 minors per group.

A summary of survey point s group sizes for people, dogs and minors on
weekday s and weekend days is given in Figure 3.

17
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Figure 3: Summary of interviewee group composition; average people, dogs and minors per group at

each survey site , shown separately for weekdays and weekends . Note differing scales.
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The first question interviewees were asked concern ed their main activity on
the site . The vast majority of interviewees were dog walkers (561
interviewees, 79%) , followed by walkers (88, 12%) and outing with the family
(21, 3%). Allother activities were conducted by 36 interviewees, but each
activity category amounted to less than 1% of interviewees overall.  Other
interesting groups were; commercial dog walkers (10 interviewees, 1%),

short -cut/ commute/ school run (7, 1%) and cyclists who consisted of just 1
interviewee (0.1%).

There were clear di fferences between sites, which can be best examined
using the percentage of interviewees, shown for each site in ~ Table 6 (and
Map 4). The main interviewee activity, dog w alking, ranged from 50% (Timber
Hill) to 95% (Dilly Lane). At Timber Hill the remaining 50% of interviewees
were all walkers, which was the highest recorded percentage  zZ however this
site had the lowest overall number of interviewees . Other sites with more
than 15% walkers were; Heather Farm (20%), Ambarrow Court (19%),
Chobham water meadows (18%), Horseshoe Lake (18%) and Shepherd
Meadows (16%).

Other important activities (those highlighted in bold in Table 6) were: 19% of
interviewees at Popes Meadow on an outing with the family (9 interviewees),
12% of interviewees at Hare Hill on a short cut/ commute/ school run (5
interviewees) and 8% of interviewees at Woodham Common jogging/running

(3 interviewees).

The activities are also presented in Map 4, although activity categories have
been simplified. & enrecwusréadijogging ang cydlingr
arecombined and a new cfugngspgf@amiyl pwif @Pool ed
outing with the family or meeting up with friends.

19

3
t hose

o



TBH SANG Visitor Survey Analysis 2018

Table 6: Summary of the number of interviewees conducting each activity. Values in brackets show the percentage for each site (row). Values in bold
indicate the activities for which largest values were recorded and amount to 90% of interviewees.

Dog walking
Outing with family
Enjoy scenery
Meet up with friends
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£
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Bird/ Wildlife watching
Cycling/ Mountain Biking

Short-cut/Commute/School run
Jogging/ Running/ Power

Ambarrow Court 63 (73) 16 (19) 3(3) 1(2) 3(3)
Chobham water meadows 40 (82) 9 (18)
Dilly Lane 37 (95) 1(3) 1(3)
Ether hill 29 (91) 1(3) 1(3) 1(3)
Hare hill 35 (83) 2 (5) 5(12)
Hawley Meadows 41 (87) 2(4) 24 1(2) 1(2)
Heather farm 84 (75) 22 (20) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 2(2)
Horseshoe Lake 37 (73) 9 (18) 3(6) 1(2) 12
Larks Hill 38 (86) 3(7) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2)
Peacock Meadows 41 (87) 1(2) 1(2) 3 (6) 1(2)
Popes Meadow 31 (66) 4(9) 9(19) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2)
Shepherd meadows 44 (79) 9 (16) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2)
Timber Hill 8 (50) 8 (50)
Woodham Common 33 (87) 2 (5) 3(8)
Total 561 (79) 88(12) 21 (3) 10 (1) 7 (1) 6 (1) 5(1) 3(0) 2(0) 2(0) 1(0)
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Map 4: Interviewee actlvmes shown as pie charts sized by the number of interviewees at each location.
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411 Interviewees who were on site for a specific activity often had a usual group
profile. These group profiles are  summarised in Table 7. The number of
people per group was h ighest for those interviewees who were conducting
family outings, with a n average group size of 3 people per group, compared
to just 1 for commercial dog walkers and cyclists (but  the latter had only one
interviewee). Dogs were present in most groups, 82%  of interviewed group s
(compared to the 79% who stated their main activity as dog walking) , with an
average of 1.2 dogs per group. For commercial dog walkers this was 3.9 dogs
per group and dog walkers 1.3. Number of minors per group was highest for
those o n an outing with the family, with 1.2 minors per group.

Table 7: Summary of interviewee group profile for each activity . Data table sorted by  the number of

interviewees

() %)
9 29072 | 9o s £
2 o 8 3 0T > £ E 3
. . 7 [ o T o © = o)
Activity S LY | T P | E Yo
= ® © = - S T © =
9 55 9 |3 v 9 55 ¢
= - S 2 g & [ > &
& = &
Dog walking 561 729 (1.3) 751 (1.3) 47 (0.1)
Walking 88 180 (2.0) 10 (0.1) 8 (0.1)
Outing with family 21 62 (3.0) 6 (0.3) 25(1.2)
Commercial dog walking 10 10 (1.0) 39 (3.9)
Short-cut/Commute/School run 7 11 (1.6) 3(0.4)
Jogging/ Running/ Power walking 6 7(1.2) 1(0.2)
Bird/ Wildlife watching 5 10 (2.0) 1(0.2) 1(0.2)
Other 3 4 (1.3) 1(0.3)
Enjoy scenery 2 3(1.5)
Meet up with friends 2 4 (2.0) 4 (2.0)
Cycling/ Mountain Biking 1 1(1.0)
Total 706 1021 (1.4) 813 (1.2) 84 (0.1)

412

413

Differences between weekdays and weekends were very slight. Comparison

of simple values in Table 8 shows the | argest difference in the percentage of
interviewees between weekday s and weekends was in the dog walking
(1.5%), but this was relatively small as a proportion , changing from 81 .0% to
79.5% of interviewees .

However, difference s between these values could instead be examined as a
relative percentage chang e. Key differences from this were: on weekends the
percentage of interviewees bird watching was 3.2 times greater on weekends
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than on weekdays and outing with the family 1.9 times greater and on
weekdays, commercial dog walking, meeting up with friends and sh  ort cut/
commute/ school run were all roughly 1.6 times greater on weekdays than
weekends.

Table 8: Number of interviewees and percentage on weekdays and weekend days. Note double the
survey effort on weekdays compared to weekends. Data table sorted by the number of
interviewees

§ Total interviewees I?ercen.tage i
2 interviewees
Activity -1;'
Dog walking 561 366 195 81.0 79.5
Walking 88 54 34 11.9 12.5
Outing with family 21 7 14 1.5 3.0
Commercial dog walking 10 10 2.2 1.4
Short-cut/Commute/School run 7 7 1.5 1.0
Jogging/ Running/ Power walking 6 3 0.7 0.8
Bird/ Wildlife watching 5 1 0.2 0.7
Other 3 2 0.4 0.4
Meet up with friends 2 2 0.4 0.3
Enjoy scenery 2 2 0.0 0.3
Cycling/ Mountain Biking 1 1 0.0 0.1
Total 706 452 254 100 100
Visit patterns
414 The surveyors also asked questions concerning thei nt er vi ewees A Vvi sit

patterns. Interviewees were asked to consider the duration of their visit and
also the frequency of visits to  the current site . Reponses given in these two
guestions were categorised into classes by the surveyor (classes given in the
guestionnaire in the Appendices and used in Figure 4 and Figure 5).

Visit duration

415 Inte rviewees were asked to consider how long they had been (or were
planning to be, if only just arrived) on  the site for their visit. Categories of
visit duration, with reference to the approximate time in minutes on site,
were used t o gr ou pespohses. Inadditier, froméeve e s A
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frequencies reported by each respondent we calculated an approximate
averaged visit duration. This was estimated using the number of

interviewees in each category, multiplied by an approximate duration in

terms of minutes °, summed for each category, and then divided by the
overall number of interviewees. These simple, but highly approximate
estimates , serve to give an indication of duration and allow comparison s to
easily be made with a single value .

416 Overall interviewees mo stly visited for between 30 minutes and 1 hour (404
interviewees, 57%), followed by less than 30 minutes (176, 25%) and 1to 2
hours (112, 16%). An overall averaged estimate of time spend on site from
these values was therefore around 50 minutes.  There was very little
difference between weekday and weekend, with an overall average estimate
of 48 minutes on weekdays and 49 on weekends.

417 The proportion of interviewees for the visit duration categories at each site is
shown in Figure 4. It was clear that visit duration was longest at Heather
Farm and Horseshoe Lake. Horseshoe Lake had smallest proportion of
interviewees visiting for less than 30 mins (just 2%) and Hea ther Farm the
largest proportion of interviewees visiting for more than 1 hour (48%).
Heather Farm and Horseshoe Lake had the longest estimates of around 60 -
70 minutes . This compared to 28 minutes at Timber Hill , where 81% were
visiting for less than 30 mi nutes. All other estimates were between 34 and 54
minutes (see Figure 4).

5 Estimated average time used values: L ess than 30 minutes = 20 minutes; Between 30 minutes
and 1 hou r = 45 minutes; 1 to 2 hours = 90 minutes, 2 to 3 hours = 150 minutes, more than 3
hours = 210 minutes.
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Percentage of interviewees

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Ambarrow Court
[avg. 39 mins. n =86]

Chobham water meadows
[avg. 44 mins. n =49]

Dilly Lane
[avg. 35 mins. n =39]

Ether hill
[avg. 50 mins. n =32]

Hare hill
[avg. 38 mins. n =42]

Hawley Meadows
[avg. 55 mins. n =47]

Heather farm
[avg. 70 mins. n =112]

Horseshoe Lake
[avg. 60 mins. n =51]

Larks Hill
[avg. 46 mins. n =44]

Peacock Meadows
[avg. 47 mins. n =47]

Popes Meadow
[avg. 38 mins. n =47]

Shepherd meadows
[avg. 46 mins. n =56]

Timber Hill
[avg. 28 mins. n =16]

Woodham Common
[avg. 35 mins. n =38]

M Less than 30 minutes @ Between 30 minutes and 1 hour 01-2 hours [2-3 hours M More than 3 hours

Figure 4: Summary of visit duration on site for each survey site. Values below site names give the
estimate of visit duration and the sample size.

418 Interviewee responses for visit frequency were categorised with reference to
how many visits they made in a year
they visited (e.g. 3once a weekij).

25

(e.

As

g.
for

\



TBH SANG Visitor Survey Analysis 2018

averaging to indicate how often people visited, based on an annual number
of visits ®.

419 Across all sites the two most commonly given response by interviewees was
1 to 3 times a week (23 9 interviewees, 34%), followed by daily (145, 21%). A
highly simplistic estimate for the number of visits per year by an average
visitor was 189.

4.20 There were some clear differences between weekdays and weekends. On
weekdays 34% of interviewees were daily or more than once a day visitors
compared to 24% on weekends. At weekends roughly double the percentage
of interviewees were first time visitors (8% compared to 4% on weekdays)
and interviewees who came less than once a month (11% compared to 6%).
The rough estimates of number of visits per year suggest around 20 2 visits
per year by interviewees on weekdays, and 15 9 visits per year by
interviewees on weekends.

4.21 There were some clear differences between sites, as shown in Map 5. Two
stand out sites with very in frequent visitors were Heather Farm and
Horseshoe Lake. At both locations there were no interviewees who visited
more than once a day (present at all but Hawley Meadows too), and both
had the highest percentage of interviewees who visited |  ess than once a
month . Overall, we would estimate around 100-115 visits per year for a
typical visitor here. The two sites with the highest estimated number of visits
per year were at Dilly Lane and Hare Hill ( 320-400 visits per year ). These two
locations had the highest percentage of interviewees visiting at least dai  ly
(daily or more than once a day pooled); 64% at Dilly Lane and 79% at Hare
Hill. Other than these four sites, all other locations had an estimate of
around 150 and 230 visits per year.

4,22 Figure 6 briefly examines the relationship between the average estimated
number of visits per year and the approximate size of the site. This appears
to show a negative relationship, with smaller sites visited more regularly ,
however this r elationship was not significant ( P e a r s=0-0.393, p =0.294).

63 More than once a dayj = 550 visits per (&ar, JIDaily
visits)j} =200 visits-1801vieiBs})jmeslaOweeki (-400 32 to

visits)j{ =27.5 vislibt sv,i sd@rsgg a lmMarbt vi(sd t 5, vilseds)thal
3 visits.
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Percentage of interviewees
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Weekday
[avg. 209 visits. n =452]

Weekend
[avg. 154 visits. n =254]

Total
[avg. 189 visits. n =706]

M More than once a day M Daily (300+ visits a year)

O Most days (180+ visits) 1 to 3 times a week (40-180 visits)
@2 to 3 times per month (15-40 visits) M Once a month (6-15 visits)

M Less than once a month (2-5 visits) O First visit

B Don't know

Figure 5: Summary of visit frequency from interviewees, shown separately for interviewees on
weekdays, weekends and in total. Values below category names give the es timate of visit frequency
(visits per year) and the sample size.
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Figure 6: Scatterplot of the approximate average number of visits made per year for each site
compared to the area of site (hectares).
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