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1	Part 1
1.1 Introduction
Questionnaires are one of the most widely used data collection tools because they provide an efficient means of collecting data from a large sample that can be analysed quantitatively.  In order to collect data required to answer a studies’ research question, a questionnaire should be designed to maximise the response rate, data reliability and validity Lueng (2001). The first part of this report appraises the case questionnaire in appendix 5, and suggests how elements of the questionnaire can be improved. The undertaking focused on explanation of purpose, question design and questionnaire design. 
The second part of the report focuses on reviewing data coding, reviewing data held in the SPSS file provided and data cleansing to facilitate data analysis which will be conducted in the third part of the report.
1.2	Questionnaire appraisal
1.2.1	Explanation of purpose
1.2.1.1		Introducing and ending the questionnaire
In addition to a covering letter, a brief and concise Introductory statement on the first page of a questionnaire is important to achieve high response rate. Dillman et al (2014.  Even though the case questionnaire has a title and a logo, it does not contain a brief statement outlining the reasons why respondents should complete the questionnaire. The questionnaire also lacks clear direction on what the respondent is required to do with the completed questionnaire i.e. where and how to return it and the deadline line when it should be returned. 
1.2.1.2		Instructions on how to answer questions
A questionnaire should include instructions on how to answer individual questions. Mathers et al (2007). Apart from question three, the rest of the questions in the questionnaire does not specify how the respondents should answer individual questions i.e. tick or circle their choices from the response options.



1.2.2	Question design
1.2.2.1		Number of responses options.
Too many response options cause respondent fatigue and too few make it difficult for respondents to identify responses close to their circumstances. Brancato et al (2006). According to Schaeffer et al (2003), the ideal number of responses based on psychological studies is between five and nine. Even though the number of responses in most of the questions in the case questionnaire are within the range above, the options in question 3, 4 and 22 should be reduced to prevent over-burdening the respondents. For instance, the eight options on walking in question 3 should be consolidated into one option and the ten responses in questions 12,15,20 and 22 can be reduced by having wider response categories with consistent increment values.
1.2.2.2		Question wording
According to Saunders et al (2016), the wording of questions has an impact on the validity of data collected. Questions 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15 can potentially confuse respondents in terms of whether information of past or future events is required.  The questions require the respondent to refer to the most recent visit (which is a past event) and then ask the respondents to state how much they will spend in the future. This might yield hypothetical data which compromises data quality. Belson (1981) and Foddy (1993).    
1.2.2.3		Question type
Matrix questions 4 and 4a are usually used to save space, Saunders et al 2016 and Dillman et al 2014 argue that such questions reduce the response rate due to respondents finding it difficult to comprehend them and quantify the points on the scale. These questions can be improved by a Likert scale where all points are labelled with words rather than labelling just the two extreme end options. Krosnick et al 1993.
1.2.2.4		Overburdening questions
Good questionnaire design aims at producing a questionnaire that reduces response burden. Brancato et al (2006). Questions (like number 25) that require respondents to carry out an extra task in order to answer a question will likely yield low response rate hence should be avoided.

1.2.3	Questionnaire design 
1.2.3.1		Question sequencing
The respondents’ cognitive process triggered by questions is affected by the way a questionnaire is fashioned which can be serial or semantic. Krosnick et al (2010). From a semantic ordering perspective which requires that items on a related are grouped together, the case questionnaire is to some extent poorly designed. Questions 2 and 6 seek to identify the timing of the visits and it can be argued that there is a level of redundancy when you consider that seasons in question two have been split into monthly blocks.  On the other hand, if the purpose is to first identify visits by season and then identify which month in each season had the most visit, then it can be argued that question 6 should be placed immediately after question 2.
1.2.3.2		Questionnaire layout
The structure and the visual design elements of the questionnaire provide non-verbal stimuli that affects the respondents’ attitude towards the questionnaire and the quality of data they provide. Brancato et al (2006).  The following questionnaire design elements will improve the case questionnaire:
a- Reducing the length of the questionnaire by reducing the number of response options in most questions will result in the questionnaire looking less cramped and maximise response rate. Edwards et al (2002), Saunders et al (2016) 
b-	Questions should be grouped and identified by headings, Kelly et al (2003). There are two groups of questions in the questionnaire identified by thick borders. Even though the borders serve the purpose of differentiation, they make the questionnaire aesthetically un-appealing and might suggest that the questions in boarders are more important which introduces bias in the respondents.
1.2.3.3		Question filter
A question filter should be added to question 18 to direct respondents to the question they should answer next if this question is not applicable to them. This will help reduce the burden on the respondents.


2	Part 2
2.1	Data Review
2.1.1	Impossible response sets
Respondents 18, 38,39 and 94 have not provided any response to any questions as represented by codes 88 and 99. Apart from affecting the total number of responses generated , the four questionnaires identified do not provide data of statistical value, as such, the rolls representing the above respondents have been deleted.
2.1.2	Filtered questions
Code 88 has been used throughout the dataset to represent “questions not asked” to respondents. A review of the questionnaire has identified that all the questions apart from 9, 10 and 11 were applicable to all respondents. Therefore code 88 has been deleted from questions 3,4, 4a, 5, 12 and 25 in the variables view. Consequently code 88 in data view has been replaced by code 99 representing no reply. In questions 9,10 and 11 code 88 was introduced to identify respondents who answered “no” in question 8. Therefore, all responses coded zero in question 8 are followed by code 88 in questions 9, 10 and 11 to indicate no response due to the filter in question 8.
2.1.3	Collapsing response options
Response options in some questions have been collapsed to eliminate redundancy and allow data to be analysed in a logical manner. In question 8, code 2 has been deleted and all responses with code 2 (no, I live nearby) have been changed to code zero to indicate that the respondent did not stay overnight.
 Responses were also collapsed in questions 12,13,14 and 15 with codes 0,1,2 and 3 consolidated into code 0 representing a value of under £100 in order to have the response categories with a uniform scale. 
2.1.4	Mixed response types
Question 7 responses were a mixture of codes and text and the text responses have been assigned a code and the variable type changed from string to numeric. All duplicate responses were identified a re-coded.

2.1.5	New variables
The response ‘N/A I live nearby’ has not been included on the questionnaire in questions12,13,14 and 15, as such it has been identified as a new variable which has been deleted and replaced by code 99 (no reply) which was deemed appropriate as the questions above required to identify a specific category of data applicable to them. 	The action was also carried out in question 16.
2.1.6	Reconfiguration of response coding
In questions 1 and 5 respondents were required to choose one response from the lists provided. As such, the questions have been recorded on SPSS as single variables rather than the responses being recorded as separate variables. All response codes from the previous variables were transferred over to the new coding scheme. 
2.1.7	Consistent use of response codes
Inconsistent use of data codes has been identified in a number of questions with a code representing more than one response type. For example, code 6 (I don’t know) in question 4 and 4a, has been used to represent different responses in questions 1, 6,7 and 11.
Therefore code 6 in questions 4 and 4a has been changed to 96 and responses in data view amended accordingly. Another form of inconsistency identified is one type of response being identified by different codes in different questions. For example, “prefer not to say” response has been assigned code 8 in question 20 and code 10 in question 22.  In this case the response has been assigned a new code 97 to have consistency.
3	Part 3	
3.1	Data analysis and presentation of study results
Different analyses were conducted on various variables in order to test various hypotheses.
First, descriptive tests were conducted to capture statistics such as frequencies, means and standard deviations of respondents’ attributes such as age and gender.
Second, tests for normality of data were carried out.  This was a critical element of the exercise as it was central in deciding in whether to apply parametric or non-parametric tests.  Due to the size of sample, normality was assumed for all the analyses carried out. 
Some elements of the data analysed were tested for internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha to ensure that questions combined in a scale measured a common concept.
Third, tests for significant relationships and differences were carried out using chi square test, spearman correlation and ANOVA.
3.2	Results
3.2.1	Respondents’ characteristics
3.2.1.1		Gender of respondents
Table 1 (Appendix 1) shows that out of 464 questionnaires distributed, 432 respondents declared their gender with female respondents accounting for a 61.1% of the total compared and 38.9% were male respondents. 
3.2.1.2		Age of respondents
Table 4 (Appendix 1) shows that out 464 respondents who declared their gender, 421 respondents declared their age. 76.2% of respondents were in the over 45 years age categories and 23.8% were in the age categories under 45 years. This was evident across the genders of respondents as shown in table 6. (Appendix 1)
The age of respondents was not widely distributed [M = 5.47, SD = 1.266].(Table 3). Test for normality revealed that data for the variable ‘age of respondents’ were not normally distributed [D = .0231, df = 421, p < 0.001, W = .881, df = 421, p < 0.001] Table 5. (Appendix 1).
3.2.2	Frequency of visit
Table 8 (Appendix 2) shows that a significant number of the respondents are frequent visitors to the coastal area with 56.2% responding that they visit very frequently (monthly) and 19.2% visit frequently (monthly). This was observed across gender and age variables as shown in table 9. (Appendix 2).
Data from respondents who answered that they ‘live here’, ‘this my second home’ and ‘this is my first time’ were excluded from the test as they do not add meaningful data to capture ‘frequency of visit’.
[bookmark: _Hlk503728528] A test of normality shown in table 10 (Appendix 2) revealed that data variable ‘frequency of visit’ were not normally distributed [D = .324, df = 244, p < 0.001; W = .709, df = 244, p < 0.001]. 
3.2.2.1		Frequency of visit by gender
[bookmark: _Hlk503872008]H0:	There is no association between gender and frequency of visit to the coastal areas in Wales South West.
HA: 	There is an association between gender and the frequency of visit to the coastal areas in Wales South West.
[bookmark: _Hlk503824888]Results:	Gender: frequency of visit, χ² = 7.617, df = 3, p = 0.055.
[bookmark: _Hlk503872778]Based on the Chi Square test result in table 12, (Appendix 2) it was concluded that there was no statistically significant association between gender and frequency of visit to the coastal area. Therefore, the H0 hypothesis is accepted and the HA rejected.
3.2.2.2		Frequency of visit by age
Table 13 (Appendix 2) shows that respondents in the over 45 years age categories, were frequent visitors to the study area compared to respondents in age groups below 45 years.
[bookmark: _Hlk503813756]H0:	There is no association between age and frequency of visit to the coastal areas in Wales South West.
HA: 	There is an association between age and the frequency of visit to the coastal areas in Wales South West.
Results:	Age: frequency of visit, χ² = 9.862, df = 12, p = 0.628.
Based on the following Chi Square test result in table 14 (Appendix 2) it was concluded that there was no statistically significant association between age and frequency of visit to the coastal area. Therefore, the H0 hypothesis is accepted and the HA rejected.




3.2.3	Length of stay 
3.2.3.1		Length of stay by gender
Table 15 (Appendix 2) shows that 65.7% of the respondents spent more than 5 nights compared to 34.3% of the respondents who spent less than 5 nights in the study area. Table 16 (Appendix 2) shows that respondents spend on average 6 nights in the area   [M =5.55, SD = 2.257]. Table 17 (Appendix 3) shows that more female respondents stayed longer than their male counterparts.
[bookmark: _Hlk503908756]H0:	There is no difference in the number of nights spent in the study area between male and female visitors.
HA: 	There is a difference in the number of nights spent in the study area between male and female visitors
Results:	Gender: length of stay, χ² = 31.408, df = 7, p = < 0.001
Based on the Chi Square test result in table 20 (Appendix 3), it was concluded that there was statistically significant difference between the number of nights male and female respondents spent in the study area. The association above was a very strong positive association [Vc = .389, p < 0.001]. Therefore, the H0 hypothesis is rejected in favour of the HA hypothesis.
The difference in the length of stay between male and female respondents identified above is likely to have occurred by chance as determined by the ANOVA analysis result. [F (1,206) = .003, p = .959], shown in table 22 (Appendix 3).
3.2.3.2		Length of stay by age
[bookmark: _Hlk503992645]Respondents in the age categories above 45 years spent more nights in the study area than respondents in the age categories below 45 as shown in table 23. (Appendix 3).
[bookmark: _Hlk503908871][bookmark: _Hlk503912474]H0:	There is no relationship between the age of the respondents and the number of nights respondents spent in the study area.
HA: 	There is a relationship between the age of the respondents and the number of nights respondents spent in the study area.

Results
A spearman’s correlation test was conducted to determine if there was any relationship between the age of the respondents and the number of nights respondents spent in the study area. A two-tailed test of significance indicated there was an insignificantly weak positive relationship between the age of respondents and length of stay (rs = .203, n = 228, p = .002) as shown in Table24. (Appendix 3). Therefore, the H0 hypothesis is accepted and the HA hypothesis rejected.
3.2.4	Levels of satisfaction
Tables 25 to 28 (Appendix 4) show that more respondents were satisfied and very satisfied across the following four variables tested compared to those who were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied and those who were dissatisfied and very dissatisfied:
a- Quality of beaches
b- Quality of walking trails
c- Quality of cycling trails
d- Cleanliness of public areas
A reliability analysis was carried out on the satisfaction values scale comprising 4 items.  Cronbach’s alpha showed the questions to have reached an acceptable reliability, α = 0.734. shown in table 30. George and Mallery (2003). Deleting any of the variables would result in a decrease of the alpha value, as such, all 4 items were retained for analysis. Given that the sample size to be analysed is over 30, normality of data has been assumed. Hollander et al (2014).
[bookmark: _Hlk504224407]3.2.4.1		Levels of satisfaction (Quality of beaches and cleanliness of public areas).
[bookmark: _Hlk504139829]Table 35 (Appendix 4) shows that 74.89% of the respondents (N = 227) indicated that they were satisfied and very satisfied with the cleanliness of the public areas and were also satisfied and very satisfied with quality of the beaches. 
[bookmark: _Hlk504139044]H0:	There is no association between satisfaction with cleanliness of public areas and satisfaction with the quality of beaches.
HA:	There is an association between satisfaction with cleanliness of public areas and satisfaction with the quality of beaches.

Results
A spearman’s correlation test was conducted to determine if there was any relationship between satisfaction with the quality of public areas and satisfaction with the quality of beaches. A two-tailed test of significance indicated the there was a significantly weak to moderate positive relationship (rs = .370, n = 227, p = .001) in table 36. (Appendix 4). Therefore, the H0 hypothesis is rejected in favour of the HA hypothesis.
3.2.4.2		Levels of satisfaction (Quality of walking trails and quality of cycling trails).
Table 37 (Appendix 4) shows 70.70% of the respondents (N = 90) indicated that they were satisfied and very satisfied with the quality of walking trails and were also satisfied and very satisfied with the quality of cycling trails. 
[bookmark: _Hlk504335605]H0:	There is no association between satisfaction with quality of walking trails and satisfaction with the quality of cycling trails.
HA:	There is an association between satisfaction with quality of walking trails and satisfaction with the quality of cycling trails.
Results
a-	A spearman’s correlation was conducted to determine if there was any relationship between satisfaction with the quality of walking trails and satisfaction with the quality of cycling trails. A two-tailed test of significance indicated the there was a significantly strong positive relationship (rs = .713, n = 99, p = .001) in table 38. (Appendix 4). Therefore, the H0 hypothesis is rejected in favour of the HA hypothesis.
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Appendix 1: Respondents’ characteristics
Gender of respondents
	Table 1: Statistics

	21: Gender  

	N
	Valid
	432

	
	Missing
	0




	Table 2: Gender (Frequencies)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Male
	168
	38.9
	38.9
	38.9

	
	Female
	264
	61.1
	61.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	432
	100.0
	100.0
	



Age of respondents (Frequencies)
	Table 3: Age Statistics

	20: Age of respondent  

	N
	Valid
	421

	
	Missing
	0

	Mean
	5.47

	Std. Deviation
	1.266



	Table 4: Age of respondent

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	18-34
	42
	10.0
	10.0
	10.0

	
	35-44
	58
	13.8
	13.8
	23.8

	
	45-54
	82
	19.5
	19.5
	43.2

	
	55-64
	139
	33.0
	33.0
	76.2

	
	65+
	100
	23.8
	23.8
	100.0

	
	Total
	421
	100.0
	100.0
	




	Table 5: Tests of Normality

	
	Kolmogorov-Smirnova
	Shapiro-Wilk

	
	Statistic
	df
	Sig.
	Statistic
	df
	Sig.

	20: Age of respondent
	.231
	421
	.000
	.881
	421
	.000

	a. Lilliefors Significance Correction




Table 6: Age distribution across gender
	
	21: Gender

	
	Male
	Female
	No Reply

	
	Count
	Count
	Count

	20: Age of respondent
	18-34
	14
	28
	0

	
	35-44
	25
	33
	0

	
	45-54
	30
	52
	0

	
	55-64
	51
	88
	0

	
	65+
	43
	57
	0

	
	Prefer not to say
	0
	0
	0

	
	No Reply
	0
	0
	0

























Appendix 2: Frequency of visit 
	

	Table 7: Frequency of visit to the coastal area  


	N
	Valid
	239

	
	Missing
	0




	Table 8: Frequency of visit to the coastal area (Frequencies)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very frequently- Monthly
	135
	56.5
	56.5
	56.5

	
	Frequently- Annually
	46
	19.2
	19.2
	75.7

	
	Rarely- A couple of times in the last 5 years
	40
	16.7
	16.7
	92.5

	
	Very Rarely- Once in the last 5 years
	18
	7.5
	7.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	239
	100.0
	100.0
	




[bookmark: _Hlk504227303]Table 9: Frequency of visit by gender and age
	
	Very frequently- Monthly
	Frequently- Annually
	Sometimes- Every other year
	Rarely- A couple of times in the last 5 years
	Very Rarely- Once in the last 5 years

	
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count

	20: Age of respondent
	18-34
	21: Gender
	Male
	4
	4
	0
	1
	1

	
	
	
	Female
	14
	1
	0
	2
	0

	
	35-44
	21: Gender
	Male
	8
	1
	0
	3
	3

	
	
	
	Female
	12
	3
	0
	5
	1

	
	45-54
	21: Gender
	Male
	4
	6
	0
	7
	2

	
	
	
	Female
	15
	6
	0
	1
	2

	
	55-64
	21: Gender
	Male
	20
	4
	0
	2
	3

	
	
	
	Female
	28
	13
	0
	6
	2

	
	65+
	21: Gender
	Male
	14
	4
	0
	8
	2

	
	
	
	Female
	16
	4
	0
	5
	2


	


Table 10: Tests of Normality

	
	Kolmogorov-Smirnova
	Shapiro-Wilk

	
	Statistic
	df
	Sig.
	Statistic
	df
	Sig.

	1: Frequency of visit to the coastal area
	.329
	239
	.000
	.705
	239
	.000

	a. Lilliefors Significance Correction



	[bookmark: _Hlk504227646]Table 11: Frequency of visit to the coastal area * 21: Gender Crosstabulation

	
	21: Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	1: Frequency of visit to the coastal area
	Very frequently- Monthly
	Count
	50
	86
	136

	
	
	Expected Count
	58.0
	78.0
	136.0

	
	Frequently- Annually
	Count
	20
	28
	48

	
	
	Expected Count
	20.5
	27.5
	48.0

	
	Rarely- A couple of times in the last 5 years
	Count
	21
	19
	40

	
	
	Expected Count
	17.0
	23.0
	40.0

	
	Very Rarely- Once in the last 5 years
	Count
	13
	7
	20

	
	
	Expected Count
	8.5
	11.5
	20.0

	Total
	Count
	104
	140
	244

	
	Expected Count
	104.0
	140.0
	244.0

	
Table 12: Chi-Square Tests

	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.617a
	3
	.055

	Likelihood Ratio
	7.581
	3
	.056

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	7.343
	1
	.007

	N of Valid Cases
	244
	
	

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8.52.


[image: cid:image003.jpg@01CE9DB3.D8EB2900]
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	[bookmark: _Hlk504245815]Table 13: Frequency of visit to the coastal area * 20: Age of respondent Crosstabulation

	
	20: Age of respondent
	Total

	
	18-34
	35-44
	45-54
	55-64
	65+
	

	1: Frequency of visit to the coastal area
	Very frequently- Monthly
	Count
	18
	23
	21
	49
	32
	143

	
	
	Expected Count
	15.4
	23.1
	24.8
	45.7
	34.1
	143.0

	
	Frequently- Annually
	Count
	5
	6
	12
	19
	9
	51

	
	
	Expected Count
	5.5
	8.2
	8.8
	16.3
	12.2
	51.0

	
	Rarely- A couple of times in the last 5 years
	Count
	4
	9
	8
	10
	16
	47

	
	
	Expected Count
	5.1
	7.6
	8.1
	15.0
	11.2
	47.0

	
	Very Rarely- Once in the last 5 years
	Count
	1
	4
	4
	5
	5
	19

	
	
	Expected Count
	2.0
	3.1
	3.3
	6.1
	4.5
	19.0

	Total
	Count
	28
	42
	45
	83
	62
	260

	
	Expected Count
	28.0
	42.0
	45.0
	83.0
	62.0
	260.0

	

Table 14: Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	9.862a
	12
	.628

	Likelihood Ratio
	9.962
	12
	.619

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.454
	1
	.501

	N of Valid Cases
	260
	
	

	a. 4 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.05.




Appendix 3: Length of stay

	Table 15: Length of Stay (Frequencies)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	1 Night
	10
	4.4
	4.4
	4.4

	
	2 Nights
	22
	9.6
	9.6
	14.0

	
	3 Nights
	27
	11.8
	11.8
	25.9

	
	4 Nights
	19
	8.3
	8.3
	34.2

	
	5 Nights
	14
	6.1
	6.1
	40.4

	
	6 nights
	18
	7.9
	7.9
	48.2

	
	7 Nights
	68
	29.8
	29.8
	78.1

	
	More than 7 Nights
	50
	21.9
	21.9
	100.0

	
	Total
	228
	100.0
	100.0
	



Table 16 Length of stay (Statistics)
	

	 Length of Stay  

	N
	Valid
	228

	
	Missing
	0

	Mean
	5.55

	Std. Deviation
	2.257



Table 17: Length of stay by gender
	
	21: Gender

	
	Male
	Female
	No Reply

	
	Count
	Count
	Count

	10: Length of Stay
	1 Night
	9
	0
	0

	
	2 Nights
	7
	14
	0

	
	3 Nights
	2
	21
	0

	
	4 Nights
	10
	9
	0

	
	5 Nights
	8
	5
	0

	
	6 nights
	4
	13
	0

	
	7 Nights
	21
	39
	0

	
	More than 7 Nights
	23
	23
	0

	
	No Reply
	0
	0
	0








Table 18: Length of stay (Case Processing Summary)
	

	
	Cases

	
	Valid
	Missing
	Total

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	10: Length of Stay * 21: Gender
	208
	100.0%
	0
	0.0%
	208
	100.0%




	Table 19: Length of Stay * 21: Gender Crosstabulation

	
	21: Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	10: Length of Stay
	1 Night
	Count
	9
	0
	9

	
	
	Expected Count
	3.6
	5.4
	9.0

	
	2 Nights
	Count
	7
	14
	21

	
	
	Expected Count
	8.5
	12.5
	21.0

	
	3 Nights
	Count
	2
	21
	23

	
	
	Expected Count
	9.3
	13.7
	23.0

	
	4 Nights
	Count
	10
	9
	19

	
	
	Expected Count
	7.7
	11.3
	19.0

	
	5 Nights
	Count
	8
	5
	13

	
	
	Expected Count
	5.3
	7.8
	13.0

	
	6 nights
	Count
	4
	13
	17

	
	
	Expected Count
	6.9
	10.1
	17.0

	
	7 Nights
	Count
	21
	39
	60

	
	
	Expected Count
	24.2
	35.8
	60.0

	
	More than 7 Nights
	Count
	23
	23
	46

	
	
	Expected Count
	18.6
	27.4
	46.0

	Total
	Count
	84
	124
	208

	
	Expected Count
	84.0
	124.0
	208.0




	Table 20: Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	31.408a
	7
	.000

	Likelihood Ratio
	36.661
	7
	.000

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.003
	1
	.959

	N of Valid Cases
	208
	
	

	a. 1 cells (6.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.63.



	Symmetric Measures

	
	Value
	Approximate Significance

	Nominal by Nominal
	Phi
	.389
	.000

	
	Cramer's V
	.389
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	208
	




	Table 21: Length of stay Descriptives 

	

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	
	

	Male
	84
	5.52
	2.447
	.267
	4.99
	6.05
	1
	8

	Female
	124
	5.54
	2.131
	.191
	5.16
	5.92
	2
	8

	Total
	208
	5.53
	2.258
	.157
	5.22
	5.84
	1
	8




Table 22: One-way ANOVA

	ANOVA

	10: Length of Stay  

	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	.014
	1
	.014
	.003
	.959

	Within Groups
	1055.751
	206
	5.125
	
	

	Total
	1055.764
	207
	
	
	




	Test of Homogeneity of Variances

	10: Length of Stay  

	Levene Statistic
	df1
	df2
	Sig.

	2.208
	1
	206
	.139





	Descriptives

	10: Length of Stay  

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	
	

	Male
	84
	5.52
	2.447
	.267
	4.99
	6.05
	1
	8

	Female
	124
	5.54
	2.131
	.191
	5.16
	5.92
	2
	8

	Total
	208
	5.53
	2.258
	.157
	5.22
	5.84
	1
	8


Table 23: Length of stay by age
	

	
	18-34
	35-44
	45-54
	55-64
	65+

	
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count

	10: Length of Stay
	1 Night
	3
	2
	2
	2
	1

	
	2 Nights
	4
	3
	5
	9
	1

	
	3 Nights
	3
	10
	3
	6
	5

	
	4 Nights
	2
	3
	3
	3
	8

	
	5 Nights
	2
	3
	4
	4
	1

	
	6 nights
	2
	4
	6
	3
	3

	
	7 Nights
	3
	11
	10
	21
	23

	
	More than 7 Nights
	5
	9
	5
	15
	16


	Table 24: Correlations

	
	10: Length of Stay
	20: Age of respondent

	Spearman's rho
	10: Length of Stay
	Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	.203**

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.002

	
	
	N
	228
	228

	
	20: Age of respondent
	Correlation Coefficient
	.203**
	1.000

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.002
	.

	
	
	N
	228
	228

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


	Table 25: Satisfied with beach quality

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very Dissatisfied
	3
	2.3
	2.3
	2.3

	
	Dissatisfied
	7
	5.3
	5.3
	7.6

	
	Dissatisfied/satisfied
	31
	23.5
	23.5
	31.1

	
	Satisfied
	51
	38.6
	38.6
	69.7

	
	Very Satisfied
	40
	30.3
	30.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	132
	100.0
	100.0
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Appendix 4: Satisfaction levels
	Table 26: Satisfied with quality of walking trails

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very Dissatisfied
	3
	2.3
	2.3
	2.3

	
	Dissatisfied
	15
	11.4
	11.4
	13.6

	
	Dissatisfied/satisfied
	37
	28.0
	28.0
	41.7

	
	Satisfied
	49
	37.1
	37.1
	78.8

	
	Very Satisfied
	28
	21.2
	21.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	132
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table 27: Satisfied with quality of cycling trails
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very Dissatisfied
	10
	7.6
	7.6
	7.6

	
	Dissatisfied
	28
	21.2
	21.2
	28.8

	
	Dissatisfied/satisfied
	36
	27.3
	27.3
	56.1

	
	Satisfied
	34
	25.8
	25.8
	81.8

	
	Very Satisfied
	24
	18.2
	18.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	132
	100.0
	100.0
	

	
Table 28: Satisfied with cleanliness of area

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very Dissatisfied
	6
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5

	
	Dissatisfied
	27
	20.5
	20.5
	25.0

	
	Dissatisfied/satisfied
	49
	37.1
	37.1
	62.1

	
	Satisfied
	35
	26.5
	26.5
	88.6

	
	Very Satisfied
	15
	11.4
	11.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	132
	100.0
	100.0
	

	

Table 29: Case Processing Summary

	
	N
	%

	Cases
	Valid
	132
	100.0

	
	Excludeda
	0
	.0

	
	Total
	132
	100.0

	a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

	[bookmark: _Hlk504236573]
Table 30: Reliability Statistics

	

	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.734
	.736
	4


Table 31: Item statistics
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	4a.0: Satisfied with beach quality
	3.89
	.975
	132

	4a.2: Satisfied with quality of walking trails
	3.64
	1.013
	132

	4a.3: Satisfied with quality of cycling trails
	3.26
	1.202
	132

	4a.5: Satisfied with cleanliness of area
	3.20
	1.037
	132

	
Table 32: Summary Item Statistics

	
	Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Range
	Maximum / Minimum
	Variance
	N of Items

	Item Means
	3.496
	3.197
	3.894
	.697
	1.218
	.108
	4



	Table 33: Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	4a.0: Satisfied with beach quality
	10.09
	6.648
	.478
	.271
	.700

	4a.2: Satisfied with quality of walking trails
	10.35
	5.832
	.642
	.453
	.607

	4a.3: Satisfied with quality of cycling trails
	10.73
	5.559
	.529
	.380
	.676

	4a.5: Satisfied with cleanliness of area
	10.79
	6.458
	.468
	.233
	.705


	
Table 34: Scale Statistics


	Mean
	Variance
	Std. Deviation
	N of Items

	13.98
	10.000
	3.162
	4










Table 35: Satisfied with beach quality
	[bookmark: _Hlk504246777]
	

	
	Very Dissatisfied
	Dissatisfied
	Dissatisfied/
satisfied
	Satisfied
	Very Satisfied
	Don't Know
	No Reply

	
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count

	4a.5: Satisfied with cleanliness of area
	Very Dissatisfied
	2
	0
	0
	3
	5
	0
	0

	
	Dissatisfied
	4
	2
	0
	32
	8
	0
	0

	
	Dissatisfied/satisfied
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Satisfied
	0
	1
	0
	73
	47
	0
	0

	
	Very Satisfied
	0
	0
	0
	13
	37
	0
	0

	
	Don't Know
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	No Reply
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0



	[bookmark: _Hlk504246900]Table 36: Correlations

	
	4a.0: Satisfied with beach quality
	4a.5: Satisfied with cleanliness of area

	Spearman's rho
	4a.0: Satisfied with beach quality
	Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	.370**

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.000

	
	
	N
	227
	227

	
	4a.5: Satisfied with cleanliness of area
	Correlation Coefficient
	.370**
	1.000

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.

	
	
	N
	227
	227

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



Table 37: Satisfied with quality of walking trails
	[bookmark: _Hlk504246958]
	4a.3: Satisfied with quality of walking trails

	
	Very Dissatisfied
	Dissatisfied
	Dissatisfied/
satisfied
	Satisfied
	Very Satisfied
	Don't Know
	No Reply

	
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count

	4a.3: Satisfied with quality of cycling trails
	Very Dissatisfied
	1
	3
	0
	4
	1
	0
	0

	
	Dissatisfied
	1
	12
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0

	
	Dissatisfied/satisfied
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Satisfied
	0
	1
	0
	31
	7
	0
	0

	
	Very Satisfied
	1
	0
	0
	5
	27
	0
	0

	
	Don't Know
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	No Reply
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0



	[bookmark: _Hlk504247100]Table 38: Correlations

	
	4a.2: Satisfied with quality of walking trails
	4a.3: Satisfied with quality of cycling trails

	Spearman's rho
	4a.2: Satisfied with quality of walking trails
	Correlation Coefficient
	1.000
	.713**

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.
	.000

	
	
	N
	99
	99

	
	4a.3: Satisfied with quality of cycling trails
	Correlation Coefficient
	.713**
	1.000

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.

	
	
	N
	99
	99

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

















Appendix 5: Case questionnaire
How often do you visit this coastal area?
	I live here	[  ]    
	My 2nd home is here	[  ]
	This is my first visit	[  ]

	Very Frequently – Monthly	[  ]      
	Very Frequently – More than once a year	[  ]      
	Frequently  - annually	[  ]       

	Sometimes – every other year 	[  ]
	Rarely – a couple of times in the last 5 years	[  ]    
	Very Rarely–once in the last 5 years	[  ]



In which seasons have you visited this local area for recreational purposes?
	Spring  (Mar –May)    [  ]
	Summer (Jun – Aug)   [  ]
	Autumn  (Sep to Nov)   [  ]
	Winter  (Dec – Feb)   [  ]


What Activities interest you most when on or near the coast?    (Tick all that apply)
	Amusement park/Leisure Centre)	[  ]
	Museum / Gallery 	[  ]
	Visit Lighthouse	[  ]    
	Sightseeing	[  ]    
	Shopping	[  ]  
	Golf	[  ]

	Visiting Nature Reserves	[  ]
	Children ‘s Playground [  ]
	Visit Historic site	[  ]
	Camping	[  ]    
	Picnicking 	[  ]    
	Festival	[  ]

	Guided or self-guided activities	 [  ]    
	Swimming(pool) 	[  ]     
	Swimming (Beach)	[  ]     
	Scuba diving [  ]
	Beach Activity	[  ]    
	Boating	[  ]

	Arts event or performance 	[  ]
	Exercise/Fitness 	[  ]
	National Parks	[  ]      
	Scenic drive	[  ]     
	Farmers Market 	[  ]
	Fishing	[  ]



	Watching / Photographing  wildlife or landscape         [  ]
	Field/Court sports  	[  ]     
	Attend sporting event	[  ]
	Cycling	[  ]

	Walking (Easy stroll)     [  ]
	Walking (3-5 miles)    [  ]
	Walking (5-9 miles) [  ]
	Walking (10+ miles) [  ]

	Walking (coast)	      [  ]
	Walking (inland)         [  ]
	Walking on an organised walk [  ]
	Walking NOT on an organised walk [  ]

	Other Activity (please specify)



On a scale of 1 to 5, where “1” is Strongly Disagree and “5” is Strongly Agree, please answer the following:
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Don’t know

	4.1 
	There are currently adequate opportunities to experience the local area
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.2 
	There are enough local places on the coast to fish
	
	
	
	
	
	

	43  
	There are enough local access points to the coast
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.4 
	There are sufficient local walking routes/trails
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.5 
	There are sufficient local cycling routes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.6 
	There are enough slipways to launch a boat
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.7 
	There are sufficient scenic drives available
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.8   
	There is sufficient parking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.9   
	There are sufficient toilets
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.10 
	There are sufficient places to eat
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.11 
	There are sufficient places to shop
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.12 
	Public areas are too crowded
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.13 
	Public areas are poorly maintained
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.14 
	Public areas/footpaths are poorly signposted so I don’t know where to go
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.15 
	I do not have enough information about activities
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.16 
	I, my friends and/or family are not interested in coastal activities
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.17 
	Disabled access is sufficient
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.18
	I would like more organised walks in the area
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.19
	I would like more details of Self-Guided Walks in the area
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.20
	I would like to obtain more walking information from the Internet
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.21
	I would like to have walking information & maps on my smart phone
	
	
	
	
	
	





4a.	On a scale of 1 to 5, where “1” is Very Dissatisfied and “5” is Very Satisfied, please answer the following:
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Don’t know

	4a.0
	How satisfied are you with the quality of the beaches
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4a.1
	How satisfied are you with the amount of access to the coast
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4a.2
	How satisfied are you with the quality of walking trails
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4a.3
	How satisfied are you with the quality of cycling trails
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4a.4
	How satisfied are you with the ease of access to coast and country
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4a.5
	How satisfied are you with the cleanliness of public areas
	
	
	
	
	
	



What is your primary reason for visiting this coastal area?
Business [  ]    Pleasure [  ]   Education [  ]   Organised Trip [  ]   other (please specify)
In what month was your most recent trip to this local area for recreation?
Jan  /  Feb  /  Mar  /  Apr  /  May  /  Jun  /  Jul  /  Aug  / Sep  /  Oct  /  Nov  /  Dec
In which locality did you spend MOST OF YOUR TIME during your most recent visit to this local area?

 

Again, thinking about your most recent visit, did/will you spend the night away from home?
Yes [  ]     No – I live nearby [  ]       No [  ]      (If No then go to Question 12) 
If you spent the night what type of accommodation did you use?
Hotel [  ]   Cabin/cottage [  ]   Own Caravan [  ]   Static Caravan [ ]   Camping [  ]    B&B [  ]    Family/Friends [  ] 
Second Home [  ]     other (Please specify) ___________________________________________________________
How many nights did/will you stay?
I [  ]    2 [  ]    3 [  ]    4 [  ]    5 [  ]    6 [  ]    7 [  ]    More than 7 [  ]
On your most recent visit how much will you spend as a family/group on ACCOMMODATION?    
Number of people in party = [    ] 


Under £100 [  ]     £101-200 [  ]     £201-300 [  ]      £301-400 [  ]    £401-500 [  ]     Over £500 [  ] 




The following relate to you and any dependants/partner.  Number of people in party = [    ]
On your most recent visit how much will you spend on FOOD?
Under £25 [  ]   £26-£50   [  ]   £51-£100   [  ]    £101-200 [  ]     £201-300 [  ]      £301-400 [  ]    £401-500 [  ]    Over £500 [  ]
On your most recent visit how much will you spend on ENTERTAINMENT (such as admission fees)?
Under £25 [  ]   £26-£50   [  ]   £51-£100   [  ]    £101-200 [  ]     £201-300 [  ]      £301-400 [  ]    £401-500 [  ]     Over £500 [  ]  
On your most recent visit how much will you spend on SHOPPING?
Under £25 [  ]   £26-£50   [  ]   £51-£100   [  ]    £101-200 [  ]     £201-300 [  ]      £301-400 [  ]    £401-500 [  ]     Over £500 [  ]  
On your most recent visit how much will you spend on TRANSPORTATION (such as Car park fees, petrol, transport and tolls?
Under £25 [  ]   £26-£50   [  ]   £51-£100   [  ]    £101-200 [  ]     £201-300 [  ]      £301-400 [  ]    £401-500 [  ]     Over £500 [  ]  
After your recent experience in this area, do you plan to return for another visit? 	Yes [  ]   No [  ]

What is the main reason for your answer to the previous question?
 

If this is your first visit what has prevented you from coming here before?
	Live too far away [  ]
	Not enough tourist info available [  ]
	Not heard of the local area [  ]
	Job prevents me travelling [  ]

	Poor Health [  ]
	Thought area had nothing of interest [  ]
	Family responsibilities  [  ]
	Petrol/transport too expensive [  ]

	Other (Please specify) ______________________________________________________________________________________________



Which area/country do you live? 


What is your age?
Under 18 [  ]    18-24 [  ]    25-34 [  ]    35-44 [  ]    45-54 [  ]     55-64 [  ]     65 or older [  ]    Prefer not to say [  ]

Gender?		Male / Female
What is your annual gross household income?
Under £10k   [    ]        £10-14,999k   [     ]    £15-19,999k   [    ]    £20-24,999k [    ]    £25-29,999k         [    ]    
£30-39,999k [    ]       £40-£49,999k [     ]    £50-59,999k    [   ]    £60k+             [    ]   Prefer not to say [    ]
  
How many dependants under the age of 18 live in your household?
0 [  ]    1 [  ]     2 [  ]     3 [  ]     4 [  ]     5 [  ]    6 or more  [  ] 
Do you have any other comments about public access to the coast in this area?

Supplementary Question:  If you have time and internet access, please look at www.swansearamblers.org.uk “Evening Post” walks and state whether or not these types of self-guided walk could be useful to you when planning a walk near the coast.
Very useful [  ]    Useful [  ]     Not Very useful [  ]   Other Comments ________________________________________________
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