


Questionnaire Analysis
The questionnaire has some good points and bad points. The starting point of any questionnaire should be a brief introduction as to the purpose of the questionnaire and what the surveyor intends to use this information for. So this particular questionnaire could explain that they’re hoping to get people’s opinions on the local area with a view to making improvements.
 The use of nominal and scale questioning can be a real benefit for results analysis but for it to be efficient and effective, the questions have to be concise, have no ambiguity and answerable in a way that gives definitive and measurable results. An example of this is question 1 ‘’how often do you visit this coastal area?’’ with some of the options to answer this question unclear. Having two options for ‘’very frequently’’ one being monthly and another being more than once a year. There is a significant difference between visiting the area once a month, possibly twelve visits in a year in comparison to maybe just two visits in a year. The option of ‘’My 2nd home is here’’ is not needed and will not add any relevant information to that question. If the possible answers were set out as: I live in the area, 0-2 times a year, 3-5 times a year, 6-8 times a year, 9-11 times a year or 12+ times a year. Using this scale type of answering method for this question would return much more usable results.
The questionnaire is very busy and could result in people not wanting to complete the whole thing. This can be seen in several questions but in question 24 ‘’do you have any other comments about public access to the coast in this area?’’ while the question is a little ambiguous in how to answer ‘’yes I do have comments’’ or to put the comments in, however the space left to put any comments is very small. To streamline the questionnaire, the answer option for some questions can be combined an example of this is question 3. A question relating to activities taken part while on a trip to the area, there are eight options for walking these can be reduced to three: a walk, a coastal walk or an organised walk. These options were chosen as it maybe useful for the author of the questionnaire to know of the total number of walks taken, how many walks were taken specifically on paid for organised walks and coastal paths for maintenance of those services.

	Report

	3.34: Walk Organised
	3.30: Walk 3-5 miles
	3.31: Walk 5-9 miles
	3.31: Walk 10+ miles
	3.33: Walk (Inland)
	3.35: Walk other than organised
	3.29: Walk - Easy Stroll

	No
	Mean
	.58
	.26
	.11
	.42
	.54
	.60

	
	N
	337
	337
	337
	337
	337
	337

	
	Std. Deviation
	.494
	.440
	.317
	.494
	.499
	.490

	Yes
	Mean
	.79
	.72
	.46
	.87
	.85
	.56

	
	N
	61
	61
	61
	61
	61
	61

	
	Std. Deviation
	.413
	.452
	.502
	.340
	.358
	.501

	Question not asked
	Mean
	88.00
	88.00
	88.00
	88.00
	88.00
	86.72

	
	N
	68
	68
	68
	68
	68
	68

	
	Std. Deviation
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	10.550

	No Reply
	Mean
	99.00
	99.00
	99.00
	99.00
	99.00
	99.00

	
	N
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	
	Std. Deviation
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	Total
	Mean
	13.73
	13.49
	13.35
	13.62
	13.71
	13.53

	
	N
	468
	468
	468
	468
	468
	468

	
	Std. Deviation
	31.323
	31.424
	31.482
	31.369
	31.333
	31.146



The above shows a means test run all of the walking types included in the original questionnaire set across organised walks. The below the same, set across coastal walks.


	3.30: Walk 3-5 miles 3.31: Walk 5-9 miles 3.31: Walk 10+ miles 3.33: Walk (Inland) 3.35: Walk other than organised 3.29: Walk - Easy Stroll  * 3.32: Walk (coast)

	3.32: Walk (coast)
	3.30: Walk 3-5 miles
	3.31: Walk 5-9 miles
	3.31: Walk 10+ miles
	3.33: Walk (Inland)
	3.35: Walk other than organised
	3.29: Walk - Easy Stroll

	No
	Mean
	.38
	.08
	.06
	.10
	.35
	.57

	
	N
	104
	104
	104
	104
	104
	104

	
	Std. Deviation
	.486
	.268
	.234
	.296
	.478
	.498

	Yes
	Mean
	.70
	.42
	.20
	.63
	.67
	.61

	
	N
	294
	294
	294
	294
	294
	294

	
	Std. Deviation
	.459
	.495
	.404
	.485
	.471
	.490

	Question not asked
	Mean
	88.00
	88.00
	88.00
	88.00
	88.00
	86.72

	
	N
	68
	68
	68
	68
	68
	68

	
	Std. Deviation
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	10.550

	No Reply
	Mean
	99.00
	99.00
	99.00
	99.00
	99.00
	99.00

	
	N
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	
	Std. Deviation
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	Total
	Mean
	13.73
	13.49
	13.35
	13.62
	13.71
	13.53

	
	N
	468
	468
	468
	468
	468
	468

	
	Std. Deviation
	31.323
	31.424
	31.482
	31.369
	31.333
	31.146


The below table shows the same information, but this time the other categories of walking have been merged using the transform function, so that the data set now shows Walking across Coastal Walking and Organised walks. This would have made the questionnaire a little bit shorter. It also makes the data easier to work with as the results are close enough to be considered accurate and showing the same data.
	Report

	Walking
	3.32: Walk (coast)
	3.34: Walk Organised

	.00
	Mean
	.30
	.00

	
	N
	20
	20

	
	Std. Deviation
	.470
	.000

	1.00
	Mean
	.42
	.01

	
	N
	78
	78

	
	Std. Deviation
	.497
	.113

	2.00
	Mean
	.72
	.05

	
	N
	95
	95

	
	Std. Deviation
	.453
	.224

	3.00
	Mean
	.84
	.20

	
	N
	82
	82

	
	Std. Deviation
	.367
	.399

	4.00
	Mean
	.91
	.20

	
	N
	54
	54

	
	Std. Deviation
	.293
	.407

	5.00
	Mean
	1.00
	.32

	
	N
	37
	37

	
	Std. Deviation
	.000
	.475

	6.00
	Mean
	1.00
	.50

	
	N
	32
	32

	
	Std. Deviation
	.000
	.508

	441.00
	Mean
	88.00
	88.00

	
	N
	1
	1

	
	Std. Deviation
	.
	.

	528.00
	Mean
	88.00
	88.00

	
	N
	67
	67

	
	Std. Deviation
	.000
	.000

	594.00
	Mean
	99.00
	99.00

	
	N
	2
	2

	
	Std. Deviation
	.000
	.000

	Total
	Mean
	13.84
	13.34

	
	N
	468
	468

	
	Std. Deviation
	31.278
	31.486



Similarly question four could be streamlined with some of the options in question four also in question 4b, just with different wording. Also in question four and four A, there is a scale of 1-5 used this is a great tool but needs to be explained better. With a brief note as to the values of 2,3 and 4 rather than just 1 and 5. Then there is an option for ‘’’don’t know’’ this should be removed as it will lead to unclear results. 
Question seven asks “In which locality did you spend MOST OF YOUR TIME during your most recent visit to this local area?” with a space for the respondent to put their own answer. This can be useful to get an idea of the busier, or more popular arears which may need more resources than others. However, having this as an open question will create more work when inputting the data into SPSS. It could also result in outlying answers, if people put areas names that are not the correct name or do not know the name of the area they spent their time. A better option would be to list the specific areas of interest which can be allocated as a nominal data set allocating each area a number. With an additional “other” section that can be used to look for any recurring areas that the surveyor may not have seen as an important area. If there is nothing like that in the “other” answers then the number allocated to it can be removed when testing the data. 
The use of nominal data is a good tool in data analysis, providing the questioning and categorising of answers is done in a precise manor. This is useful for a Chi-Squared tests to test for correlation between set of data. unfortunately, with the size of some of the questionnaire’s answer options it leads to a huge test results spread. All of this data would need to be condensed down in some way. 
Questions twelve trough fifteen are based around the respondents spending. They ask about what the respondent “will” spend on certain aspects of their stay, food, accommodation and transport etc. it is unlikely that the respondent will have a definitive answer to these questions due to the ongoing nature of the trip. It would be much better to ask the respondent to fill out the questionnaire at the end of their trip prior to leaving since this will make the answers far more accurate and based on fact, not expectations. 
Towards the end of the questionnaire there are several personal questions, including household income. There seems to be little relevance to the overall questionnaire and a lot of respondents may feel it is to personal to answer honestly.







Data 
Looking into the data shows that several respondents submitted the questionnaire but did not in fact answer any questions at all. These respondents’ results have been completely deleted from the survey as they do not add any quality to the results.

	1.4: Monthly Visits * 20: Age of respondent Crosstabulation

	Count  

	
	20: Age of respondent
	Total

	
	Under 18
	18-24
	25-34
	35-44
	45-54
	55-64
	65+
	Prefer not to say
	No Reply
	

	1.4: Monthly Visits
	No
	2
	8
	32
	60
	81
	122
	106
	2
	7
	420

	
	Yes
	0
	0
	3
	4
	7
	15
	12
	0
	0
	41

	
	No Reply
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	5
	7

	Total
	2
	8
	35
	65
	88
	138
	118
	2
	12
	468




	1.5: Visit 2+ times a Year * 20: Age of respondent Crosstabulation

	Count  

	
	20: Age of respondent
	Total

	
	Under 18
	18-24
	25-34
	35-44
	45-54
	55-64
	65+
	Prefer not to say
	No Reply
	

	1.5: Visit 2+ times a Year
	No
	0
	7
	28
	48
	68
	99
	96
	1
	5
	352

	
	Yes
	2
	1
	7
	16
	20
	38
	22
	1
	2
	109

	
	No Reply
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	5
	7

	Total
	2
	8
	35
	65
	88
	138
	118
	2
	12
	468



	1.6: Visit Annually * 20: Age of respondent Crosstabulation

	Count  

	
	20: Age of respondent
	Total

	
	Under 18
	18-24
	25-34
	35-44
	45-54
	55-64
	65+
	Prefer not to say
	No Reply
	

	1.6: Visit Annually
	No
	2
	6
	31
	58
	78
	120
	103
	2
	7
	407

	
	Yes
	0
	2
	4
	6
	10
	17
	15
	0
	0
	54

	
	No Reply
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	5
	7

	Total
	2
	8
	35
	65
	88
	138
	118
	2
	12
	468



The tables above are taken from a cross-tabulation that shows the frequency of visits per age group. What can be seen here is that in almost all frequency of visits it is the older two or three age groups that have the most visitors. This information can be used in one of two ways by the tourist board. They can look at the activities that these age group take part in and capitalise on them, playing to their strengths and attracting more people of this age group with more of these activities. Or they can look to increase visits and revenue from younger age groups by looking at the activities they take part in and possibly expanding on or offering more of them. 

Using cross-tabulation again shows that one activity that is popular among almost all age groups is a coastal walk. So it is possible that this could be promoted more to attract more tourists to the area. 


	3.32: Walk (coast) * 20: Age of respondent Crosstabulation

	Count  

	
	20: Age of respondent
	Total

	
	Under 18
	18-24
	25-34
	35-44
	45-54
	55-64
	65+
	Prefer not to say
	No Reply
	

	3.32: Walk (coast)
	No
	1
	1
	8
	22
	15
	26
	29
	2
	0
	104

	
	Yes
	1
	6
	27
	37
	59
	89
	70
	0
	5
	294

	
	Question not asked
	0
	1
	0
	6
	14
	22
	19
	0
	6
	68

	
	No Reply
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2

	Total
	2
	8
	35
	65
	88
	138
	118
	2
	12
	468










[bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion
Overall, the data gathered from the questionnaire was poor. This is primarily due to the poor layout and questions on the questionnaire. A lot of the information is not in a format that can be easily analysed. 
However, there is some data that can be turned into useful information, as the example about ages activities, which with a bit more work and accurate questions on the questionnaire could have told the tourist board exactly what they could have done to improve services and attract more tourists to the area. 
