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Summary

The questionnaire was poorly designed; lacked guidance for the user and was haphazard about the information collected. Coding of responses constrained and complicated analysis.

71% of responders were visitors, with 97% of those describing their purpose as ‘recreation’. 

62% of responders were women. This suggested it could be important to identify differences in the way men and women responded. In fact, analysis of their view of amenities, facilities and quality showed no significant difference by gender (or by age). The exception to this was in men wanting more information on walks on the web and in younger people wanting more information on walks on their mobile phones.

48% visit more than once per year. The average age (of the responder) is 55; there are 2.8 people per party and 32% of visitors stay for the week. They spend £215 on accommodation and £243 on everything else.

The top ten most popular activities show people taking advantage of the natural environment, rather than indoor, sporting or organized activities.

When asked their level of satisfaction with the amenities, facilities and quality, the average response was between ‘neutral’ and ‘satisfied’. The visitors were also more satisfied with the maintenance of public areas than residents.

In response to the question, “Q16, Do you plan for another visit” the vast majority of women (98%) answered ‘yes’ as did men (96%).
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Introduction   

This is a review of the recent Welsh Tourist Board Survey. That was conducted using a questionnaire to which there were 485 responses. The actual responses are not available, the results have been provided in the form of an SPSS file. This review has:

1. A critical appraisal of the questionnaire, with suggested improvements for future surveys. 
2. A review of the data coding and data held in the SPSS file and the data cleansing needed to correct obvious anomalies and enable analysis. 
3. An analysis to provide insight on the visitors (71% of responders): 
1. their demographics, 
2. information about their visits, 
3. their most popular activities and
4. their perception of amenities, facilities, quality and availability of information (and whether that differs depending on age or gender. 
4. An analysis comparing residents with visitors and their perception to the maintenance of public areas.

As the quality of questionnaire and coding constrained analysis these will be outlined first.


1: Questionnaire Appraisal              

The questionnaire was in the form of a 2 page, 25 question document, see Appendix A. Detailed observations can be found in Appendix B. 

In summary, the questionnaire has been poorly designed; lacks guidance for the user and is haphazard about the information collected. 

The observations have been summarised under three categories.

1.  Clarity of purpose and design.

The survey lacks clarity: 
· It is too wide ranging;
· It is haphazard in the level of detail it collects, for example:
·  It provides 8 options to do with walking but only 1 for cycling; 
· museum and gallery are combined in a single option: ‘museum/gallery’. 
· It is unclear who are the target responders: it collects information from residents, holiday home owners and both business and leisure visitors.

2. Understandability and ease of use.

A good survey should have clear and concise directions, a consistent layout, group questions appropriately and follow a logical sequence (Fink, 1995; Thomas, 2004).

This questionnaire fails to meet that definition:
· There is no initial statement of introduction or instructions on how to submit it;
· Some questions include instructions, others don’t; 
· The layout is confused, with inconsistent typeface, formatting and use of boxes;
· The grouping is arbitrary, Q4 (which has no title) is split into Q4 and Q4a, has 27 sub-questions and covers 2/3 of page 1. 

It does leave the demographic questions to the end. Fink (1995) and Thomas (2004) agree with this approach: suggesting you draw the responder in with interesting questions, then they’ll be willing to finish off the dull ones.

3. Consistency, data collection and scoring.

This survey has several issues:
· Q1 “How Often Do you visit this coastal area”, mixes options “I live here” and “My second home is here”, alongside “This is my first visit” and six ‘frequency’ options. There are no instructions for this question, so it could distort the analysis
· Some questions include a “Don’t Know” option, others don’t. 
· In Q4 the response requires the use of a scale 1:5. Most sub-questions are pitched with a positive tone (i.e. ‘higher is better’), however some are reversed. Field (2013) suggests this as a means of reducing response bias (“they need to pay attention”), but it is at the risk of both responder and analyst being misled. 

In Q16 ‘Do you plan to return for another visit’ there is no ‘maybe’ option. Thomas (2004) emphasises the value of this approach as it forces the responder to choose.

Recommendations:

In the design, there should be a stated purpose and a target audience. Each question should be linked to an objective showing why that information is to be collected (Fink, 1995). 

Include a brief introduction, explaining who is conducting the survey and why. End with a ‘thank you’ and an instruction on how to submit the completed form.

Adopt a consistent approach, grouping related questions into sections.

The questions and options must allow the data to be collected but also enable quick and accurate input for the analysis.

Questions should be short and concise, avoiding terms that are open to interpretation and avoiding stereotyping or bias (Fink, 1995, Thomas, 2004).





2: Data coding and Data Cleansing

A review of the data coding and data held in the SPSS file has been done. The details are in Appendix C.

There were 485 questionnaire responses originally input. 4 responses were deleted as they consisted almost entirely of ‘no replies’. 

The highest Questionnaire Id was 722. If that was the highest one issued, that would indicate a two thirds response rate. 
 
There were only 25 questions in the Questionnaire but 50 questions if you include the sub-questions in Q4 and Q4a. However, the data was encoded as 112 variables. For many of the questions every available response was encoded as a separate variable, for example Q1, ‘How often do you visit’ became 9 variables. This approach made analysis more difficult and made it harder to check for normality of distribution.

Additional options were created during coding, Q21 ‘Gender’, on the form has options of male or female, coding included a value of ‘Joint’.

Value ‘99’ was defined for most variables, as ‘No Reply’.

Value ‘88’ was defined for some variables, as ‘Question Not Asked’.

50 of the questionnaires may have been completed through a face-to-face interview. This is assumed as in those responses there were no detailed values for the 8 options on walking, but a value was coded in an entirely new variable “Walk Gen” which is not on the form. 

During analysis, new variables were created:
· To reverse the ranking so as to be consistent with other questions;
· To collapse the data by to ensure there were sufficient records with valid data for the tests, for example ‘Age Group’ was created for <34, 35-54 and >55.

Q4 and Q4a were grouped into four main categories for analysis: amenities, facilities, quality and information.













3: Analysis & Results

3.1: Demographic Information on Responders

Of the 481 records analysed, 22% of responders “live here” and 7% have a “2nd home here”. The balance of 71% were visitors, with 97% describing their purpose of visit as ‘recreation’. The focus of a tourist survey being on recreational visitors: unless stated otherwise, those “living here” were excluded.

                                      Gender

62%, or almost two thirds, of responders were women. This suggested it could be important to identify differences in the way men and women answered certain questions. 




18

                                         Age
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The ‘Age Values’ represent the mid-point of the range chosen, apart from ‘<18’ (shown as 15) and ‘>65’ (as 70); giving a mean age of 55. 
This was for the responder only, the ages of others in the average 2.8 people per party were not collected. 
Analysis was done by Age Group:
< 35, 35–54, >55
                             Household Income

[image: ]


The x values represent the 9 ranges for household income, from <£10,000 to > £60,000. As shown, the number of responders in most ranges was similar, apart from £30,000-£39,999. 
As there is no upper limit for the earnings in the last group the mean could be miss-leading (unlike with age).



3.2: Descriptive Information on visits
In these charts, Y axis is the number of responders.








    The mean number in party was 2.8





The mean spend on accommodation per visit was £215.



The mean ‘other’ spend (incl. food, entertainment, shopping & transportation) was £243.














3.3: Feedback on the most popular activities



Q3, “What activities interest you most?” offered 36 options. The chart includes those chosen by more than 20% of responders. The top ten show people taking advantage of the natural environment, rather than indoor, sporting or organized activities.
 
The top two, Nature Reserve and National Park, were then analysed by age group and by gender. 336 valid records examined. Detailed results in Appendix D.

[image: ]

Analysis by Age
[image: ]
With Age Group 1, 2 and 3 corresponding to <35, 35–54, >55.
[image: ]

Hypothesis A1 (Age) tested on top 2 activities:

H:   There is no difference within Age Group regarding:

         Interest in Nature Reserves
         Interest in National Parks

H:   There is a difference within Age Group regarding:

         Interest in Nature Reserves
         Interest in National Parks

Results:
         Interest in Nature Reserves 			χ = 0.072, df = 2, P = 0.420
         Interest in National Parks 			χ = 0.607, df = 2, P = 0.738

The null hypothesis is accepted: there is no difference in interest in the Top Two Activities regarding Age Group.

Analysis by Gender
[image: ]
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Hypothesis A2 (Gender) tested on top 2 activities:

H:   There is no difference within Gender regarding:

         Interest in Nature Reserves
         Interest in National Parks

H:   There is a difference within Gender regarding:

         Interest in Nature Reserves
         Interest in National Parks

Results:

         Interest in Nature Reserves 			χ = 0.232, df = 1, P = 0.630
         Interest in National Parks 			χ = 0.339, df = 1, P = 0.561

The null hypothesis is accepted: there is no difference in interest in the Top Two Activities regarding Gender.



3.4: Feedback on the preferences for Information, Amenities, Facilities and Quality

Grouping questions by Information, Amenities, Facilities and Quality

Information:                         Detailed results in Appendix E1.

	4.14 Public areas/footpaths are poorly signposted  > 4.14X Areas/Footpaths are well signposted

	 4.15 I do not have enough information about activities aka 'I would like more info about activities'

	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



[image: ]
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Cronbach’s α was 0.331 for the full group. Removing first 4.14X Satisfaction with signposting, increased this to 0.580, then removing 4.15 Not Enough information about activities, raised it to 0.696.

This value is on the lower margin of the normally regarded ‘acceptable’ range of >0.7 (Field, 2013). The analysis was conducted on these 3 items, with 196 valid cases.

Hypothesis B1 (Age) tested on Information:

H:   There is no difference within Age Group regarding availability of information:

	On Self-guided walks
On the Web                              

	       On Mobile phones



H:   There is a difference within Age Group regarding availability of information:

	On Self-guided walks
On the Web                              
	

	On Mobile phones
	



The results:

  On Self-guided walks              χ = 1.98, df = 8, P = 0.98
         On the Web                              χ = 3.00, df = 8, P = 0.93
         On Mobile Phones                   χ = 25.5, df = 8, P = 0.001
         

The null hypothesis is accepted for the first two variables: there is no difference. 
However, the null hypothesis is rejected for the third variable and the Alt hypothesis accepted: there is a significant difference in the view of availability of information on mobile phones within Age Group.

More younger people (<34) agree than expected with the statement, “I would like to have walking information on my mobile phone”; conversely older people (<55) disagree more than expected. This split by age is not a surprise.
	
Hypothesis B2 (Gender) tested on Information:

H:   There is no difference within Gender regarding availability of information:

	On Self-guided walks
On the Web                              

	On Mobile phones



H:   There is a difference within Gender regarding availability of information:

	On Self-guided walks
On the Web                              
	There is sufficient parking

	On Mobile phones
	There are sufficient toilets



The results:
  On Self-guided walks              χ = 2.40, df = 4, P = 0.660
         On the Web                              χ = 9.65, df = 4, P = 0.047
         On Mobile Phones                   χ = 3.26, df = 4, P = 0.515

The null hypothesis is accepted for the first and third variables: there is no difference. 
However, the null hypothesis is rejected for the second variable and the Alt hypothesis accepted: there is a significant difference in the view of availability of information on the Web within Gender.

More Men agree than expected with the statement, “I would like to obtain more walking information on the internet”; conversely fewer Women agree than expected. 





Amenities:                            Detailed results in Appendix E2
[image: ]
Cronbach’s α was 0.716 for the full group (and deleting items would not have made it significantly larger). This value is normally regarded as ‘acceptable’ (Field, 2013)
[image: ]
However, the first test resulted in only 33 cases selected. On reviewing the frequencies:
	         4.2 Fishing    ‘Don’t Knows’ and ‘No Reply’ accounted for 72% of cases, 

	         4.5 Cycle Routes    “   “     “      “      “                   “           “  60%

	         4.6 Slipways          “   “      “      ‘       “                   “              81%

	Removing these variables resulted in 233 cases. (By observation, the valid responses for Fishing, Cycle Routes and Slipways revealed no insights.) 

[image: ]
Using the same approach as taken above with Information, hypothesis C1 (Age) and hypothesis C2 (Gender) were tested for the Amenities Group.

The full explanation and the detailed results are in Appendix E2

Results:
There is no difference in the view of amenities regarding Age Group.
There is no difference in the view of amenities regarding Gender.

Note: although not passing the threshold of <0.05 for significance, it is noted these are much closer than for other variables:
         Access points              χ = 5.24, df = 2, P = 0.07
         Scenic drives               χ = 4.98, df = 2, P = 0.08
By observation, 8% more women than expected and 12% less men than expected Agreed with those statements. These could be retested with the full sample.



	Facilities:                              Detailed results in Appendix E3
[image: ]
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Cronbach’s α was 0.620 for the full group (increasing to 0.673 if deleting item 4.12)
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	Despite the ‘questionable’ Cronbach’s Alpha result, it was decided to carry on with correlations with the full group. The sample had 259 cases. 

Using the same approach as taken above with Information, hypothesis D1 (Age) and hypothesis D2 (Gender) were tested for the Facilities Group.

The full explanation and the detailed results are in Appendix E3

Results:

There is no difference in the view of facilities regarding Age Group.

There is no difference in the view of facilities regarding Gender.


	




Quality:                                 Detailed results in Appendix E4

[image: ]


On testing for reliability with 268 valid cases,
[image: ]
Cronbach’s α was 0.109 for the full group, increasing to 0.813 on deleting item 4a.3.
On reviewing the frequencies, it was apparent that 218 responders (65%) had answered “Don’t Know” to Q4a.3 and this item was removed from subsequent analysis.
[image: ]
Using the same approach as taken above with Information, hypothesis E1 (Age) and hypothesis E2 (Gender) were tested for the Quality Group.

The full explanation and the detailed results are in Appendix E4

Results:

  There is no difference in the satisfaction with quality regarding Age Group.
	There is no difference in the satisfaction with quality regarding Gender.





	





4: Comparison of views on public maintenance between visitors and residents.

Details in Appendix F.

Two samples: Visitors: 351 and Residents: 101 

[image: ]
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H:   There is no difference between the perception of quality of maintenance
         between visitors and residents.
H:   There is a difference between the perception of quality of maintenance
         between visitors and residents.

An independent T-Test was conducted. The Levene’s test for equality of variances was <0.05, indicating that Equal Variances can not be assumed.

[image: ]


As P < 0.05, the null hypothesis can be rejected, and the Alt hypothesis accepted. There is a difference between the perception of quality of maintenance between visitors and residents.

More visitors agree that the public areas are well maintained than expected.

Conclusion

The analysis yielded useful information on the demographics of visitors; on information about their visits and on the most popular activities.

The analysis of their perception of the amenities, facilities, quality and information showed the average score consistently between ‘neutral’ and ‘satisfied’. There was no significant difference in perception regarding gender or age. The analysis of information did show that men would like more information about walks on the web and younger people more on their mobile phones.

[bookmark: _GoBack]In response to the question, “Q16, Do you plan for another visit”, the vast majority of men (96%) answered ‘yes’ as did women (98%). 
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Appendix B:	Appraisal: Detailed observations on the questions

This appendix includes the detailed observations on the individual questions, some of which have been included in the main critique above. For the more general remarks, relating to the questionnaire as a whole, please see the main critique. 

Page 1

Questions on Page 1 have boxes containing the potential responses, adopting a spreadsheet style.

1. How often do you visit this coastal area?

No instructions with this question, the responder could choose more than one answer as it is also asking about residency, is that allowed?
Are responders who are residents valid for this survey? 
Use of the frequency answers to number recreational visitors would be misleading.
Options are unnecessarily qualified, e.g. ‘sometimes – every other year’. Would be better to remove those subjective terms entirely.

2. In which seasons have you visited this local area for recreational purposes?

Assume this is ‘tick all that apply’, but no such instruction.


3. What Activities interest you most when on or near the coast?   

This question does have a ‘tick all that apply’ instruction, which is good.
Some options lose information as they group unnecessarily, e.g. Museum/Gallery
Some do not appear to gather useful information, e.g. ‘guided or self-guided activities’.
8 options focus on walking with a mixture of distance, venue, organized. There is no similar focus on cycling as that is shown with just one option.
Unclear what information is being sort and for what purpose?


4. Agree/disagree questions on amenities and facilities (author’s words)

This question does not have a title, just the instruction.
This question consists of 27 sub-questions, broken into two blocks
· Q4	-	1 to 5, strongly disagree – Strongly agree
· Q4a-	1 to 5 very dissatisfied – very satisfied

It does include a ‘don’t know’ option, which is good.
Inconsistent layout with Q4 and Q4a
In general, the questions are pitched so that a higher rating reflects a better situation, 
4.6	“There are enough slipways to launch a boat”;
However, in Q4.12-4.15 this approach is reversed:
4.12 “Public areas are too crowded”.
It is possible a responder will miss this distinction and continue scoring ‘high’ = good.
As a whole this question is poorly structured. It includes questions about 
amenities 	e.g. 4.8 	there is sufficient parking,  
quality 		e.g. 4.13	public areas are poorly maintained
preferences	e.g. 4.16	I… are not interested in coastal activities
information	e.g. 4.21	…  maps on my mobile phone.
It would be far better if Question 4 was broken up into four separate questions dealing with those different aspects in turn.

Some of the questions are repetitive:
4.3	There are enough local access points to the coast and 
4a.1 	How satisified are you with the amount of access to the coast.   


5. What is your primary reason for visiting this coastal area?

‘Primary’ is a rather sophisticated choice of word, for younger and non-English responders perhaps using ‘main’ have been clearer.
A simple question, seems a strange choice to include ‘organised trip’:
“Business, Pleasure, Organised Trip, Other (please specify).”
Does not allow any space to add the comment requested.

 ______________________________________________________________________

Page 2

Questions on Page 2 take a different approach, so there is a complete change in style on turning over the page. Qs 8-11 and Qs 12-15 are enclosed by heavy boxes which seem out of place compared with the rest of the layout.

6. In what month was your most recent trip to this local area for recreation?
There is a change in format with no ‘tick box’, one should circle the monthly presumably, but there is no instruction to do this.

There is no ‘not applicable’ option for those who have never visited for recreation. There is a danger that people will simply circle the month of their most recent trip, so this question should not be used to judge the number of recreational visitors!

7. In which locality did you spend MOST OF YOUR TIME during your most recent visit to this local area?

This question has a reformat ‘comment area’ for the response.
What will people understand by ‘locality’?  Nearest town, city, county? Coast/country? Perhaps better to have chosen a more commonly used term.
Need to review how data coded. 

8. Again, thinking about your most recent visit, did/will you spend the night away from home?

A very colloquially worded question, with a confused mixture of tenses.
Options are ‘Yes’, ‘No – I live nearby’ and ‘No’ with the instruction that if answered ‘No’ then go to Q12. Does this instruction apply to ‘No- I live nearby’ as well. 



9. If you spent the night what type of accommodation did you use

Inconsistent with surrounding questions that use ‘did/will’.
A strange mix of options, ‘own caravan’, ‘static caravan’, is there also an option of ‘own static caravan’?


10. How many nights did/will you stay?

This question, with the inclusion of a ‘zero’ option could have replaced Q8 at the start of this section.

11.  …how much will you spend on … accommodation 

Includes a ‘Number of people in party’ question that could be missed.
There is no ‘£ zero’ option, so those staying with friends or in their own caravan will either have to answer ‘Under £100’ or not at all.
This is (presumably) the total spent, so for valid data need to include the number of nights from Q10.


12 – 15 … A series of questions on spending (author’s words) 

Before Question 12 this includes the instruction: “The following relate to you and any dependants/partner.  Number of people in party = [    ]’

The ‘number of people’ tick box could be missed.
With implications for the data coding?

These questions offer 8 ‘spend’ options, Q11 offered only 6, 8 is probably too many and would be better to be consistent in these questions.


16.	After your recent experience in this area, do you plan to return for another visit?

	This seems a key question, but could be ‘survey fatigue’ would mean some responders wouldn’t reach it. Suggest promoting it to nearer the start?

	No ‘maybe’ option, perhaps this is deliberate to force a conclusion?


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

	It would have been better to offer that as a comment area in Q16.

	No ‘maybe’ option, perhaps this is deliberate to force a conclusion?


18. If this is your first visit what has prevented you from coming here before?

The options for this question indicate a mix of ideas, some about actual constraints (e.g. ‘health) some about information or perception. Would be better to break into two questions.

Also there is a negative slant to the question, could have taken a positive approach, with 
‘What is the reason you chose to come here’

And include option, “visited before”. 


19. Which area/country do you live?

Poor grammar.
A very open question, likely to gather information that is difficult to analyse. 


20 – 23 … Questions on age, gender, income and dependents (author’s words) 

Age and Income allow a ‘prefered not to say’ option, whereas Gender doesn’t.
Age and Income are tick boxes, Gender is a ‘circle one’ (but without instructions)
Income here has ten options, c.f. earlier spending questions with 8 or accommodation with 6.
In analysis must keep in mind that these are individual questions to the responder and do not take account of others in their party. Why collect these?


24.  Do you have any other comments about public access to the coast in this area?

No comment area for the answer.

25. 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.

It is dangerous to suggest the responder do something else before completing the questionnaire. The risk is that the questionnaire may not be completed at all.
It would be better to have this as an information line, signposting the website and then have the website collect the feedback.

Appendix C:	Coding, Manipulation and Cleansing

A review of the data coding and data held in the SPSS file has been done. 

The possible responses were defined as 112 variables. This was due to breaking down questions into additional variables. For example, Q1 How Often Do You Visit This Coastal Area, had 9 options. A limited split made sense, as the first two responses are ‘I live here’ and ‘My 2nd home is here’, it was sensible to pick those out separately. However, it did not make sense to split the 7 responses to do with frequency of visit into separate variables as they would only have selected one option of those (as confirmed by examining the data). 

Additional variables were created, which do not have a corresponding written question or option for response. For example, “Walk Gen, 3.37. This is discussed further below.

Additional options were created during coding, Q21 Gender, has options of male/female, however, coding included a value for ‘Joint’

Value ‘99’ was defined for most variables, as ‘No Reply’.

Value ‘88’ was defined for some variables, as ‘Question Not Asked’.

Patterns and exceptions:
· There were 485 questionnaire responses originally input. The highest Questionnaire Id was 722. If that was the highest one issued, that would indicate a two thirds response rate.
· The records were sorted to check that there were no duplicate entries (i.e. each Questionnaire Id only occurred once.)
· Four records were found to contain a value of ‘99’ for nearly all variables. These records were of no value and were deleted. 
· The use of 99 did not seem disciplined, as in some cases the responder has clearly selected another option with 1 (Yes), and other options were recorded as ‘0’ (No). In this situation, it seemed reasonable to change the ‘99’ to ‘0’. 
· The use of ‘88’ on blocks of records would appear to indicate that those Questionnaires had been filled in by a surveyor in a verbal interview. This is most apparent for some 50 records, in which the 8 possible walking options were coded as ‘88’. As stated in the Appraisal above, that level of detail did seem excessive. Instead an additional variable ‘WalkGen’ had been created which does not correspond to a Question on the form. This variable with recorded values of 0 (No) or 1 (Yes), is presumably the response to a question asked face-to-face about whether they were interested in walking.  Conversely for > 400 records there are values for the 8 detailed walking options, and ‘88’ recorded against the ‘WalkGen’ variable. As Walking was not one of the detailed analysis, this was not an issue.  


During analysis, new variables were created:
· To reverse the ranking so as to be consistent with other questions;
· To collapse the data by to ensure there were sufficient records with valid data for the tests, for example ‘Age Group’ was created for <34, 35-54 and >55.

During analysis Q4 and Q4a were grouped into four main categories for analysis: amenities, facilities, quality and information, as shown below (together with new variables).
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Appendix D1:	Analysis of Top Two most popular activities, 
by age A1 and gender A2
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There were only two values No or Yes, it is not a normal distribution.
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Appendix E1:	Analysis of satisfaction with Information, 
by age B1 and gender B2

[image: ]



[image: ] [image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ]




[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]


[image: ]



Test B1 – Information by AGE GROUP      1:  <34, 2: 35 – 54, 3: >55
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A SIGNIFICANT RESULT.










Test B2 – Information by GENDER
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A SIGNIFICANT RESULT
[image: ]














Appendix E2:	Analysis of satisfaction with Amenities, 
by age C1 and gender C2
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Test C1: Amenities by AGE GROUP      1:  <34, 2: 35 – 54, 3: >55

H:   There is no difference within Age regarding there being sufficient:

        Opportunities
        Access points
        Walking trails
        Scenic drives

H:   There is a difference within Age regarding there being sufficient:

        Opportunities
        Access points
        Walking trails
        Scenic drives

Results:

The initial Chi-Square tests were not reliable as the number of cells >=20% with expected counts less than 5. The variables were collapsed, into three values: ‘ Disagree, Neutral, Agree” and the tests redone using the Age Groups (1 <35; 2 35-54; 3 >55).

         Opportunities                                                       χ = 1.98, df = 4, P = 0.74
         Access points                                                       χ = 4.96, df = 4, P = 0.29
         Walking trails                                                        χ = 1.61, df = 4, P = 0.81
         Scenic drives                                                       χ = 4.03, df = 4, P = 0.40

The null hypothesis is accepted: there is no difference in the view of amenities regarding Age Group.
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26.7% of cells have expected count less than 5, making this an unreliable test. This was also true for the other variables

The values of the variables were collapsed into 1: Disagree; 3: Neutral; 5: Agree.
The test was repeated.
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Test C2: Amenities by GENDER

H:   There is no difference within Gender regarding there being sufficient:

         Opportunities
         Access points
         Walking trails
         Scenic drives

H:   There is a difference within Gender regarding there being sufficient:

         Opportunities
         Access points
         Walking trails
         Scenic drives

Results:

         Opportunities                                                       χ = 1.94, df = 2, P = 0.38
         Access points                                                      χ = 5.24, df = 2, P = 0.07
         Walking trails                                                       χ = 3.25, df = 2, P = 0.20
         Scenic drives                                                       χ = 4.98, df = 2, P = 0.08

The null hypothesis is accepted: there is no difference in the view of amenities regarding Gender.

Note: although not passing the threshold of <0.05 for significance, it is noted that the values for Access is 0.07 and for Scenic drives is 0.08. By observation, 8% more women than expected and 12% less men than expected Agreed with those statements. These could be retested with the full sample.
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20% of cells have an expected count less than 5, making this an unreliable test. This was also true for the other variables.

The values of the variables were collapsed into 1: Disagree; 3: Neutral; 5: Agree.
The test was repeated.
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Appendix E3:	Analysis of satisfaction with Facilities, 
by age D1 and gender D2
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Test D1: Facilities by AGE GROUP      1:  <34, 2: 35 – 54, 3: >55

Hypothesis D1 (Age) tested on facilities:

H:   There is no difference within Age Group regarding there being sufficient:

	Parking

	Toilets

	Places to eat

	Places to shop

	Uncrowded Public areas



H:   There is a difference within Age Group regarding there being sufficient:

	Parking
	

	Toilets
	

	Places to eat
	

	Places to shop
	

	Uncrowded Public areas
	



Results:
The initial Chi-Square tests were not reliable as the number of cells >=20% with expected counts less than 5, for the following variables: Sufficient parking; Enough Places to Eat, Enough Shops, Not too crowded.

As a result, those variables were collapsed, into three values: ‘Disagree, Neutral, Agree” and the tests redone with the Age Groups (1, <35; 2, 35-54; 3, >55).

         Parking                                             χ = 0.84, df = 4, P = 0.93
         Toilets                                                     χ = 1.78, df = 4, P = 0.78
         Places to eat                                         χ = 7.56, df = 4, P = 0.11
         Places to shop                                      χ = 8.76, df = 4, P = 0.07
         Uncrowded public areas                    χ = 2.96, df = 4, P = 0.57

The null hypothesis is accepted: there is no difference in the view of facilities regarding Age Group.

Note: although not passing the threshold of <0.05 for significance, it is noted that the values for Shopping is 0.07. This could be retested with the full sample
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33.3% of cells have expected count less than 5, making this an unreliable test. This was also true for three other variables

The values of the variables were collapsed into 1: Disagree; 3: Neutral; 5: Agree.
The test was repeated.
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Test D2: Facilities by GENDER

Hypothesis D2 (Gender) tested on facilities:

H:   There is no difference within Gender regarding there being sufficient:

	Parking
	

	Toilets
	

	Places to eat
	

	Places to shop
	

	Uncrowded Public areas
	



H:   There is a difference within Gender regarding there being sufficient:

	Parking
	

	Toilets
	

	Places to eat
	

	Places to shop
	

	Uncrowded Public areas
	



Results

         Parking                                              χ = 3.37, df = 2, P = 0.19
         Toilets                                                     χ = 0.13, df = 2, P = 0.94
         Places to eat                                         χ = 0.53, df = 2, P = 0.77
         Places to shop                                      χ = 1.75, df = 2, P = 0.42
         Uncrowded public areas                    χ = 1.67, df = 2, P = 0.44

The null hypothesis is accepted: there is no difference in the view of facilities regarding Gender.

















The same collapsed variables were used, with values 1: Disagree; 3: Neutral; 5: Agree.
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Appendix E4:	Analysis of satisfaction with Quality, 
by age E1 and gender E2
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Test E1: Quality by AGE GROUP      1:  <34, 2: 35 – 54, 3: >55

H:   There is no difference within Age Group regarding satisfaction with:

	Public Area Maintenance
Quality of Beaches                              

	Amount of Access

	Quality of walking trails

	Ease of access

	Cleanliness of Public Areas



H:   There is a difference within Age Group regarding:

	Public Area Maintenance
Quality of Beaches                              
	

	Amount of Access
	

	Quality of walking trails
	

	Ease of access
	

	Cleanliness of Public Areas
	



The results:
The initial Chi-Square tests were not reliable for the items as the number of cells >=20% with expected counts less than 5, particularly with ‘very dissatisfied’.
As a result, most variables were collapsed into values: Dissatisfied, Neutral, Satisfied, Very Satisfied, and Maintenance into Dissatisfied, Neutral, Satisfied. The tests redone.

The results:

         Public Area Maintenance                    χ = 1.37, df = 6, P = 0.85
         Quality of Beaches                                 χ = 5.31, df = 6, P = 0.51
         Amount of Access                             χ = 3.33, df = 6, P = 0.77
         Quality of walking trails                        χ = 2.80, df = 6, P = 0.83
         Ease of access                                  χ = 6.68, df = 6, P = 0.35
         Cleanliness of Public Areas                  χ = 1.76, df = 6, P = 0.94

The null hypothesis is accepted: there is no difference in the satisfaction with quality regarding Age Group.
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33.3% of cells have expected count less than 5, making this an unreliable test. This was also true for other variables

The values of most variables were collapsed into 2: Dissatisfied, 3: Neutral, 4: Satisfied, 5: Very Satisfied, and Maintenance into 2: Dissatisfied, 3: Neutral, 4: Satisfied.  The test was repeated.
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Test E2: Quality by GENDER

H:   There is no difference within Gender regarding satisfaction with the quality of:

	Public Area Maintenance
Quality of Beaches                              

	Amount of Access

	Quality of walking trails

	Ease of access

	Cleanliness of Public Areas



H:   There is a difference within Gender regarding satisfaction with the quality of:

	Public Area Maintenance
Quality of Beaches                              
	

	Amount of Access
	

	Quality of walking trails
	

	Ease of access
	

	Cleanliness of Public Areas
	



The results:
The initial Chi-Square tests were not reliable for four of the items as the number of cells >=20% with expected counts less than 5, particularly with ‘very dissatisfied’.

As a result, those variables were collapsed, into four values: ‘Dissatisfied, Neutral, Satisfied, Very Satisfied ” and the tests redone.

         Public Area Maintenance                    χ = 7.44, df = 4, P = 0.11
         Quality of Beaches                                 χ = 1.61, df = 3, P = 0.66
         Amount of Access                             χ = 2.19, df = 3, P = 0.53
         Quality of walking trails                        χ = 4.80, df = 3, P = 0.19
         Ease of access                                  χ = 1.05, df = 3, P = 0.79
         Cleanliness of Public Areas                  χ = 4.11, df = 4, P = 0.39

The null hypothesis is accepted: there is no difference in the satisfaction with quality regarding Gender
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For the remaining variables, the same collapsed variables were used with 2: Dissatisfied, 3: Neutral, 4: Satisfied, 5: Very Satisfied.
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Appendix F:	Comparison of views on public maintenance between visitors and residents.
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T-Test
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How OFten do you visit the COAST

Nbr of visits	First Visit	Monthly	>	1 per year	Annually	every other yr	twise in 5 years	once in 5 yrs	45.0	54.0	114.0	59.0	36.0	20.0	21.0	
First Visit	Monthly	>	1 per year	Annually	every other yr	twise in 5 years	once in 5 yrs	0.128939828080229	0.154727793696275	0.326647564469914	0.169054441260745	0.103151862464183	0.0573065902578796	0.0601719197707736	



In which season have your visited for recreation?

Nbr of visits	VisitSpring	VisitSummer	VisitAutumn	VisitWinter	229.0	304.0	227.0	105.0	% of total visits	
VisitSpring	VisitSummer	VisitAutumn	VisitWinter	0.264739884393064	0.351445086705202	0.26242774566474	0.121387283236994	% of all visitors	
VisitSpring	VisitSummer	VisitAutumn	VisitWinter	0.671554252199413	0.89149560117302	0.665689149560117	0.30791788856305	




Length of Stay

Nbr of responders	1 Night	2 Nights	3 Nights	4 Nights	5 Nights	6 nights	7 Nights	>	 7 Nights	12.0	25.0	30.0	17.0	14.0	16.0	69.0	35.0	$ of total responders	
1 Night	2 Nights	3 Nights	4 Nights	5 Nights	6 nights	7 Nights	>	 7 Nights	0.055045871559633	0.114678899082569	0.137614678899083	0.0779816513761468	0.0642201834862385	0.073394495412844	0.31651376146789	0.160550458715596	



Number of people in party

Nbr of Responders	1	2	3	4	5	6 or more	11.0	125.0	20.0	38.0	10.0	18.0	% of total responders	
1	2	3	4	5	6 or more	0.0495495495495495	0.563063063063063	0.0900900900900901	0.171171171171171	0.045045045045045	0.0810810810810811	



Number of people in party

Nbr of Responders	1	2	3	4	5	6 or more	11.0	125.0	20.0	38.0	10.0	18.0	% of total responders	
1	2	3	4	5	6 or more	0.0495495495495495	0.563063063063063	0.0900900900900901	0.171171171171171	0.045045045045045	0.0810810810810811	



Type of accomodation

Nbr of responders	Hotel	Cabin/Cottage	Own Caravan	Static Caravan	Camping	B	&	B	Family/Friends	Other	13.0	47.0	29.0	45.0	17.0	16.0	30.0	20.0	% of total responders	
Hotel	Cabin/Cottage	Own Caravan	Static Caravan	Camping	B	&	B	Family/Friends	Other	0.0599078341013825	0.216589861751152	0.133640552995392	0.207373271889401	0.0783410138248848	0.0737327188940092	0.138248847926267	0.0921658986175115	



Accommodation spend per Visit

Nbr of responders	<	 £100	£101-£200	£201-£300	£301-£400	£401-£500	>	 £500	77.0	36.0	22.0	25.0	10.0	30.0	
Nbr of responders



Other spend per visit

Food	<	 £25	£26-£50	£51-£100	£101-£200	£201-£300	£301-£400	£401-£500	>	 £500	107.0	53.0	61.0	61.0	20.0	9.0	5.0	7.0	Entertainment	<	 £25	£26-£50	£51-£100	£101-£200	£201-£300	£301-£400	£401-£500	>	 £500	218.0	37.0	39.0	16.0	5.0	2.0	1.0	Shopping	<	 £25	£26-£50	£51-£100	£101-£200	£201-£300	£301-£400	£401-£500	>	 £500	164.0	66.0	54.0	24.0	7.0	2.0	1.0	5.0	Transportation	<	 £25	£26-£50	£51-£100	£101-£200	£201-£300	£301-£400	£401-£500	>	 £500	135.0	67.0	75.0	38.0	7.0	3.0	
Nbr of responders




Preferred Activities

Activity	Nature Reserve	National Park	Sightseeing	Viewing Wildlife /Landscape	Historic Sites	Scenic Drives	Picnicking	Beach Activities	Swimming - Beach	Guided/Self Guided Activity	Museum/Gallery	Camping	Farmers' Market	263.0	236.0	220.0	207.0	182.0	156.0	155.0	138.0	130.0	126.0	88.0	84.0	82.0	% of responders	

Nature Reserve	National Park	Sightseeing	Viewing Wildlife /Landscape	Historic Sites	Scenic Drives	Picnicking	Beach Activities	Swimming - Beach	Guided/Self Guided Activity	Museum/Gallery	Camping	Farmers' Market	0.706989247311828	0.634408602150538	0.591397849462366	0.556451612903226	0.489247311827957	0.419354838709677	0.416666666666667	0.370967741935484	0.349462365591398	0.338709677419355	0.236559139784946	0.225806451612903	0.220430107526882	
Frequency
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4.13X How satisfied are you with maintenance of

Public Areas

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent  Valid Percent __Percent
valid  1.00 9 3.4 3.4 3.4
2.00 a0 149 149 183
3.00 50 299 29.9 5.1
4.00 109 407 0.7 888
5.00 30 112 112 1000
Total 268 100.0 100.0
4a.0: satisfied with beach quality
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent  Valid Percent __Percent
Valid  Very Dissatisfied 5 1.9 19 19
Dissatisfied 8 3.0 3.0 4.9
Dissatisfied /satisfied 42 15.7 15.7 20.5
Satisfied 121 45.1 45.1 65.7
Very Satisfied 92 343 343 100.0
Total 268 100.0 100.0
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4a.lisatistied with coastal access

Cumulative
Frequency Percent  Valid Percent _Percent
Valid _Very Dissatisfied 6 22 22 22
Dissatisfied 16 6.0 6.0 82
Dissatisfied /satisfied 59 22.0 22.0 30.2
satisfied 17 43.7 43.7 73.9
Very satisfied 70 26.1 26.1 100.0
Total 268 100.0 100.0
4a.2: satisfied with quality of walking trails
Cumulative
Frequency Percent  Valid Percent _Percent
Valid _Very Dissatisfied 6 22 22 22
Dissatisfied 16 6.0 6.0 82
Dissatisfied /satisfied 73 272 272 35.4
satisfied 127 47.4 47.4 82.8
Very satisfied 45 172 172 100.0
Total 268 100.0 100.0
: Satisfied with ease of coastal access
Cumulative
Frequency Percent  Valid Percent _Percent
Valid _Very Dissatisfied s L9 L9 L9
Dissatisfied 17 63 63 82
Dissatisfied /satisfied 62 23.1 23.1 313
satisfied 124 46.3 46.3 77.6
Very satisfied 60 22.4 22.4 100.0
Total 268 100.0 100.0
4a.5: satisfied with cleanliness of area
Cumulative
Frequency Percent  Valid Percent _Percent
Valid _Very Dissatisfied 13 49 49 49
Dissatisfied 36 134 134 183
Dissatisfied /satisfied 77 28.7 28.7 47.0
satisfied 103 38.4 38.4 85.4
Very satisfied 39 146 146 100.0

Total 268 100.0 100.0
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Age Group * 4.13X How satisfied are you with maintenance of Public Areas
Crosstab
4.13X How satisfied are you with maintenance of Public Areas
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
AgeGroup  1.00 _Count 1 4 6 3 4 28
Expected Count 9 42 8.4 114 31 280
2.00 Count 3 16 33 43 8 103
Expected Count 35 15.4 307 419 1L 1030
3.00 Count s 20 a1 53 18 137
Expected Count 4.6 204 409 557 153 1370
Total Count 9 40 80 109 30 268
Expected Count 9.0 400 80  109.0 300 2680

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 3.146° 8 925

Likelihood Ratio 3.296 8 914

Linear-by-Linear 011 916

Association

N of Valid Cases 268

a5 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The

minimum expected count is .94.
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Crosstab

4.13X MaininWellsum

200 300 400 Toul
Age Group 1.00 _Count s 5 17 28
Expected Count 5.1 8.4 145 28.0
200 Count 19 33 s1 103
Expected Count 18.8 30.7 53.4 103.0
300 Count 25 a1 7 137
Expected Count 25.0 40.9 711 137.0
Total Count 49 80 139 268
Expected Count 49.0 80.0 139.0 268.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.368% -850
Likelihood Ratio 1417 4 841
Linear-by-Linear 095 1 758
Association
N of Valid Cases 268
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5.12.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approximate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal  Phi 071 -850
Cramer's V 051 -850
Contingency Coefficient 071 -850
Interval by Interval Pearson's R 019 061 308 .758°
Ordinal by Ordinal  Spearman Correlation 014 061 232 817°
N of Valid Cases 268

. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * 4a.0 Sat Beach Sum

Crosstab
42.0 Sat Beach Sum

2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00  Toul
Age Group  1.00 _Count o 6 10 12 28
Expected Count 14 44 126 96 28.0
2.00 Count s 17 43 38 103
Expected Count 5.0 16.1 465 354 103.0
3.00 Count 8 19 68 a2 137
Expected Count 6.6 215 61.9 470 1370
Total Count 13 a2 121 92 268
Expected Count 13.0 420 1210 92.0  268.0

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 5312° 6 505

Likelihood Ratio 6.604 6 359

Linear-by-Linear 924 1 336

Association

N of Valid Cases 268

a. 3 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.36.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 141 505

Cramer's V .100 505

Contingency Coefficient 139 505

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.059 .059 -.961 337°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.056 .061 -.921 358
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
c. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * 4a.1 Sat Access Sum

Crosstab
4a.1 sat Access Sum

2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00  Toul
Age Group  1.00 _Count 2 4 14 8 28
Expected Count 23 62 122 73 28.0
2.00 Count 6 22 46 29 103
Expected Count 85 22.7 45.0 269 103.0
3.00 Count 14 33 57 33 137
Expected Count 112 302 59.8 358 1370
Total Count 22 59 17 70 268
Expected Count __ 22.0 590 1170 700 268.0

Square Tests

Asymptotic
Significance

Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 3332° 6 766

Likelihood Ratio 3.457 6 750

Linear-by-Linear 2.208 1 137

Association

N of Valid Cases 268

a. 1 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum'expected count is 2.30.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 111 766

Cramer's V 079 766

Contingency Coefficient 111 766

Interval by Interval Pearson's R 091 .060 -1.489 .138°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.090 .060 -1.481 .140°
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * 4a.2 Sat Walk Sum

Crosstab
4.2 sat Walk sum

2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00  Toul
Age Group  1.00 _Count 1 s 16 6 28
Expected Count 23 7.6 133 48 28.0
2.00 Count 9 29 48 17 103
Expected Count 85 28.1 48.8 177 103.0
3.00 Count 12 39 63 23 137
Expected Count 112 373 64.9 235 1370
Total Count 22 73 127 46 268
Expected Count __ 22.0 73.0 1270 46.0  268.0

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 2.798° 6 834

Likelihood Ratio 3.065 6 801

Linear-by-Linear 1.205 1 272

Association

N of Valid Cases 268

a. 2 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2.30.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

Standard Approximate

Value Error Significance

Nominal by Nominal _Phi 102 834

Cramer's V. 072 834

Contingency Coefficient 102 834

interval by Interval _Pearson's R 067 058 -1.098 273

Ordinal by Ordinal _ Spearman Correlation  -.056 060 917 360°
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

 Rased an narmal annravimation
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Age Group * 4a.4 Sat Ease Access Sum

Crosstab
4a.4 sat Ease Access Sum

2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00  Toul
Age Group  1.00 _Count 3 4 12 9 28
Expected Count 23 65 13.0 63 28.0
2.00 Count s 22 54 22 103
Expected Count 85 23.8 47.7 231 103.0
3.00 Count 14 36 58 29 137
Expected Count 112 317 63.4 307 1370
Total Count 22 62 124 60 268
Expected Count __ 22.0 62.0 1240 60.0  268.0

Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 6.676° 6 352

Likelihood Ratio 6.823 6 338

Linear-by-Linear 2560 1 110

Association

N of Valid Cases 268

a. 1 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum'expected count is 2.30.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 158 352

Cramer's V 112 352

Contingency Coefficient 156 352

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.098 .064 -1.605 .110°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.101 .062 -1.656 .099°
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * 4a.5 Sat Cleanliness Sum

Crosstab
4a.5 sat Cleanliness Sum

2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00  Toul
Age Group  1.00 _Count s 7 10 6 28
Expected Count 5.1 8.0 108 41 28.0
2.00 Count 17 30 a2 14 103
Expected Count 188 29.6 39.6 150 103.0
3.00 Count 27 40 51 19 137
Expected Count  25.0 39.4 52.7 199 137.0
Total Count 49 7 103 39 268
Expected Count __ 49.0 77.0 1030 39.0  268.0

Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 1757° 6 941

Likelihood Ratio 1.650 6 949

Linear-by-Linear 687 1 407

Association

N of Valid Cases 268

a. 1 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum'expected count is 4.07.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi .081 .941

Cramer's V 057 .941

Contingency Coefficient 081 941

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.051 .063 -.828 .408°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.049 .062 -.795 427¢
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * 4.13X How satisfied are you with maintenance of Public Areas

Crosstab
4.13X How satisfied are you with maintenance of Public Areas
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 500 Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 2 14 31 56 10 113
Expected Count 3.8 16.9 337 46.0 12.6 113.0
Female Count 7 26 49 53 20 155
Expected Count 5.2 23.1 46.3 63.0 17.4 155.0
Total Count 9 40 80 109 30 268
Expected Count 9.0 40.0 80.0 109.0 30.0 268.0
Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 7.444° 4 114
Likelihood Ratio 7.554 4 109
Linear-by-Linear 1978 1 160
Association
N of Valid Cases 268

a. 1 cells (10.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3.79.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 167 114

Cramer's V 167 114

Contingency Coefficient 164 114

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.086 .059 -1.409 .160°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.086 .060 -1.411 .159°
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * 4a.0 Sat Beach Sum

Crosstab
4a.0 Sat Beach Sum
200 300 400 | 5.00  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 7 15 53 38 113
Expected Count 5.5 17.7 51.0 388 113.0
Female Count 6 27 68 54 155
Expected Count 7.5 243 70.0 53.2 155.0
Total Count 13 42 121 92 268
Expected Count 13.0 42.0 121.0 92.0 268.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.605° 3 658
Likelihood Ratio 1.606 3 658
Linear-by-Linear 028 1 867
Association
N of Valid Cases 268
. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5.48.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal _Phi 077 658
Cramer's V. 077 658
Contingency Coefficient 077 658
Interval by Interval Pearson's R .010 061 167 .868°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 003 061 050 .960°
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assu
. Based on normal approximation.

iming the null hypothesis.
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21: Gender * 4a.1 Sat Access Sum

Crosstab
42,1 Sat Access Sum
200 300 400 | 500  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 12 22 51 28 113
Expected Count 9.3 24.9 493 29.5 113.0
Female Count 10 37 66 42 155
Expected Count 12.7 34.1 67.7 40.5 155.0
Total Count 22 59 17 70 268
Expected Count 22.0 59.0 117.0 70.0 268.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.190% 3 534
Likelihood Ratio 2.176 3 537
Linear-by-Linear 320 1 571
Association
N of Valid Cases 268
. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 9.28.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal _Phi .090 534
Cramer's V. 090 534
Contingency Coefficient .090 534
Interval by Interval Pearson's R 035 061 565 572°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 025 061 403 687°
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * 4a.2 Sat Walk Sum

Crosstab
4.2 sat Walk sum
2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00  Toul

21:Gender Male  Count 13 27 57 16 113
Expected Count 93 30.8 535 194 1130

Female Count 9 46 70 30 155

Expected Count 127 422 735 266 155.0

Total Count 22 73 127 46 268
Expected Count __ 22.0 73.0 1270 46.0  268.0

Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.800* 3 187
Likelihood Ratio 4.787 3 188
Linear-by-Linear 1.083 1 298
Association
N of Valid Cases 268

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 9.28.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 134 187

Cramer's V 134 187

Contingency Coefficient 133 187

Interval by Interval Pearson's R .064 .061 1.041 .299°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 049 .061 796 427°
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * 4a.4 Sat Ease Access Sum

Crosstab
42.4 Sat Ease Access Sum
200 300 400 500 Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 9 27 55 22 113
Expected Count 9.3 26.1 52.3 25.3 113.0
Female Count 13 35 69 38 155
Expected Count 12.7 35.9 717 347 155.0
Total Count 22 62 124 60 268
Expected Count 22.0 62.0 124.0 60.0 268.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.051% 3 789
Likelihood Ratio 1.060 3 787
Linear-by-Linear 263 1 508
Association
N of Valid Cases 268

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 9.28.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 063 789

Cramer's V 063 789

Contingency Coefficient 062 789

Interval by Interval Pearson's R 031 .061 512 609°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 036 .061 .589 556
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * 4a.5: Satisfied with cleanliness of area

Crosstab
4a.5: Satisfied with cleanliness of area
very Dissatisfied/ Very
Dissatisfied _ Dissatisfied__satisfied __ Satisfied___ Satisfed ___Total
21: Gender  Male Count 4 19 36 40 14 113
Expected Count 5.5 15.2 325 434 16.4 113.0
Female Count 9 17 41 63 25 155
Expected Count 7.5 20.8 44.5 59.6 22.6 155.0
Total Count 13 36 77 103 39 268
Expected Count 13.0 36.0 77.0 103.0 39.0 268.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.116* 4 390
Likelihood Ratio 4.125 4 389
Linear-by-Linear 1169 1 280
Association
N of Valid Cases 268

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count i 5.48.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 124 390

Cramer's V 124 390

Contingency Coefficient 123 390

Interval by Interval Pearson's R .066 .061 1.082 .280°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation .082 .061 1334 .183°
N of Valid Cases 268

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Frequency

Histogram

for LiveHere= No
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Frequency

Histogram
for LiveHere= Yes

601

1o 200 300 4.00 5.00

4.13X How satisfied are you with maintenance of
Public Areas

05
Std. Dev. = 942
N= 101
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Group Statistics

std std. Error
LlilveHere N Mean Deviation Nean

4.13X How satisfied are  No 351 3.4672 1.00481 05363

You with maintenance of

Public Areas Yes 101 3.0495 194209 09374

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for Equality of

Variances tetest for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval of
sig. 2- Mean std. Error the Difference
F sig t o tailed) Difference _ Difference Lower Upper

4.13X How satisfied are _Equal variances 9.848 o0z 3732 450 “000 41773 11192 19777 63769
you with maintenance of assumed
Public Areas

Equal variances not 3868 170.950 000 41773 10800 20455 63092

assumed
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Descriptive Statistics
s

N Minimum | Maximum  Mean Deviation Skewness Kurtosis

Satisic  Statistic | Satistic  Stastic | Statistic  Statistic S, Error | Statistic | Std. Error
3.7: Nare Reserve 336 [ 1 70 459 874 133 1244 265
3.21: National Park 336 0 1 .63 484 532 133 1727 265
Valid N (istwise) 336
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Crosstab

3.7: Nawre Reserve

No Yes Total
Age Group  1.00 _Count 14 22 36
Expected Count 108 252 36.0

2.00 Count 37 84 121

Expected Count 36.4 84.6 1210

3.00 Count 50 129 179

Expected Count 53.8 1252 1790

Total Count 101 235 336
Expected Count  101.0 2350 336.0
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3.21: National Park

No Yes Total
Age Group  1.00 _Count 12 24 36
Expected Count 134 22.6 36.0

2.00 Count a8 73 121

Expected Count  45.0 760 1210

3.00 Count 65 114 179

Expected Count 666 1124 179.0

Total Count 125 211 336
Expected Count 1250 2110 336.0
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Crosstab

3.7: Nawre Reserve

No Yes Total
21:Gender Male  Count 38 95 133
Expected Count  40.0 93.0 1330

Female Count 63 140 203

Expected Count 610 1420 2030

Total Count 101 235 336

Expected Count  101.0 2350 336.0
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Crosstab
3.21: National Park

No Yes Total
21:Gender Male  Count 52 81 133
Expected Count  49.5 835 1330

Female Count 73 130 203

Expected Count 755 127.5  203.0

Total Count 125 211 336
Expected Count 1250 2110 336.0
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Descriptive Statistics

std.
N Minmum  Maximum  Mean  Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic  Statistic __ Statistic _ Statistic _ Statistic _ Statistic | Std. Error _ Statistic | Std. Error

414X How satisfied are 178 Loo 500 3.4045 Losesz  -273 182 -.805 362

You with signposting of

areas and walks

4.15: Not enough 178 1 5 24 L140 438 182 -673 362

information about

activties

4.19: Want self guided 178 1 5 353 1095 -.464 182 -477 362

walks

4.20: Want more walk 178 1 s 347 1227 -557 182 -593 362

info on web

4.21: Want info on 178 1 s 2rs 1479 180 182 -1356 362

mobile phone

Valid N (listwise) 178
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Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of ltems

331 s
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4.1 There are adequate opportunities to experience the local area
42 There are enough local places on the coast o fish

4.3 Thee are enough local access poin's o the coast

4.4 There are suffcient local walking routesfirals

45 There are suffcient localcyciing routes

46 There are enough siiways 1o aunch a boat.

4.7 There are suficient scenic drives available




image11.tiff
Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's  Standardized
Alpha fems N of tems

716 723 7
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Descriptive Statistics

std.
N Minimum | Maximum  Mean Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Satisic  Statistic | Satistic  Stastic | Statistic  Statistic S, Error | Statistic | Std. Error
4.1 Adequate 233 1 5 382 957 -84 159 -014 318
Opportunities to
Experience area
4.3: Enough access 233 1 B 379 1026 -.544 159 -4l 318
points to coast
4.4: Enough walking 233 1 B 378 1055 -.630 159 -201 318
trails
4.7: Enough scenic 233 1 B 3.94 1022 -.865 159 364 318
drives
Valid N (istwise) 233





image13.tiff
4.8 There is sufficient parking

4. There are sufficent olets

.10 There are suffient places to eat

411 There are sufficient places to shop.

412 Public areas are 100 crowded > 4.12X Public areas are not (oo crowded
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Descriptive Statistics

N Mnmom Maimm Men | Devion Scenness urosis

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic ~ Std. Error  Statistic  Std. Error
4.8: Enough parking 259 1 s 3.49 1028 -373 151 -300 302
4.9: Enough Toilets 259 1 s 3.19 1128 -256 151 302
:A:U' Enough places to 259 1 5 3.38 1.066 -.096 151 302
4.11: Enough shops 259 1 s 3.37 1024 -301 51 -.289 302
4.12X Public areas are 259 1.00 5.00 3.3591 1.06677 -.352 151 -.460 302
Not crowded
Valid N (listwise) 259
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Reliability Sta

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's  Standardized
Alpha fems N of tems

620 619 s
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4.13 Pubiic areas are poorly maintained > 413X How satisfied are you with maintenance of public areas
42,0 How satisfied are you withthe qualty of the beaches.

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

4a.2 How satisfied are you withthe qualty of walking trails

42.3 How satisfied are you withthe qualty of cycing rals

4.4 How satisfied are you withthe ase of access 1o coast and country

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

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's  Standardized
Alpha tems

109 759

N of ltems
7
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Descriptive Statistics

std.
N Minmum  Maximum  Mean  Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic  Statistic __ Statistic _ Statistic _ Statistic _ Statistic | Std. Error _ Statistic | Std. Error

413X How satisfied are 268 Loo 500 3.4142 98495 -.410 149 -305 297

You with maintenance of

Public Areas

42.0: Satisfied with 268 1 5 a07 886 -1.050 149 1412 297

beach quality

4a.1:satisfied with 268 1 5 38 951 -759 149 434 297

coastal access

42.2: Satisfied with 268 1 s a7 897 -656 149 565 297

quality of walking trails

42.4: Satisfied with ease 268 1 Y 919 -694 149 416 297

of coastal access

4a.5: Satisfied with 268 1 5 34a 1050 -4s8 149 -314 297

cleaniness of area

Valid N (listwise) 268
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Descriptive Statistics

std
N Minimum | Maximum  Mean Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Satisic  Statistic | Satistic  Stastic | Statistic  Statistic S, Error | Statistic | Std. Error
4.13X How satisfied are 351 .00 5.00 3.4672 100481 -360 130 368 260
You with maintenance of
Public Areas

Valid N (istwise) 351
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Descriptive Statistics

std
N Minimum | Maximum  Mean Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Satisic  Statistic | Satistic  Stastic | Statistic  Statistic S, Error | Statistic | Std. Error
4.13X How satisfied are 101 .00 5.00  3.0495 94200 -.027 240 199 476
You with maintenance of
Public Areas

Valid N (istwise) 101
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Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirmov* shapiro-Wilk
L1 1live Here Sttistc _df sg. sausic df sig

4.13X How satisfied are No 226 351 000 898 351 000

you with maintenance of

Public Areas Yes 254 101 000 886 101 000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for Equality of

Variances tetest for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval of
sig. 2- Mean std. Error the Difference
F sig t o tailed) Difference _ Difference Lower Upper
Equal variances 9.848 o0z 3732 450 “000 41773 11192 19777 63769
assumed
Equal variances not 3868 170.950 000 41773 10800 20455 63092

assumed
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APPENDIX A: Questionnaire

Survey: Visits to the local coastal area

AN

. Howoften doyou st his cousal area?

[2E=

Winter (ec et []

S LG
ey AT
R (1 SR LT
L O L

RS SR [T G [T

T JER T
Ve VT Ve eGSRy e B SR 0 sy sy
B T T T e
I which seasons haveyou isied this ocl are frrecreationalpurposes?

Sorng (var-Vay) 1] Summer(on-Augl (] Autum fseptoNov) [ ]
5. What Actte nerest you st when on o near th cout? (Tick i thtoop)
SRR L R Y WSSO G 1 VAR GRS (1 T SRR LT
Ve NS s [ G Pea L] VAR (1 e T
e s L1 S ] S e (1| S g L
A e T B (] WA (] SR
i S WS ST PRI A
W iy il (|| WA S GIELTT ] VAR5 i) [T Wl 107 IS [
R T WA (T WA SRR R ]

)

WA WO G5 3 S Wik [

4. Onascaleof 1105, where " s Strongly Disagree and 5*1s Srongly Agre, pleas amswer the olowing:

S N O )
1T Trere e crreny Seaia Sppor T b Sperer e B e
52| There 3 cnough ocr places on the comst o
5[ There e snough o acess poms e caRsT
A4 Trere s et o walling rote e
45 Trere s et ol cyelng e
5[ Trere s enougn spways o aunch 3 555t
47| Trere s scent seni e valeHe
T8 There € st s
49 Trare s sfcent toets
0 Trere s s e A
13| Trere s st daces o o
T2 Publc arese s o rowded
335 [ PubTcaress e poory e
10 T TS e B R I TR W
5 TG0 ot have enoug ormaton Sooutscves
36Ty Trencs 3ndfor Ty 3 o nerested s cons SETVTRS
17| Dbl s et
335 Twous Tie move rgamsed it e wes
IS TwouIE e e Getal of e Goded Walke n e res
520 | Twous Tie @ 55tn more Walking Formaton From The Frarer
527 | TwouT e o Pve walking Wformation & s on oy smart phone.
0. Onscaleof 1105, where s Very Disatsfid and 5" VerySotifed, piease answr the folowing:
B EN EN LN N )
T T oW e e o e Ul ST e s
31 | Fow saused e oUWt e smouof e o e T
27 Towsaused e youwTh e aualty Fang vars
a3 | Towsaused e oUW e aualty o Selrg Tl
T34 Fow saused e you Wt T s35e of cces o TSR U
25| Fow safed e you W th cleanness o puble areas

5. Whatsyour primery reason fr vsing tis castal rea?
Business 1 Plessre | Educaton| | Organised T (] Ocher (lease specih]
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6. In what month was your most recent trip to this local area for recreation?
L0 L b Mar  Apr 1 My f Jun £ ] Aug /a5 ] Oct [ Now ] Dec

2. i whichlocaly dd you pend MOST OF YOUR TIME during your mas recent i 1o thifocol aea?

. [Fgain, tinking about your most recent i, dwilyou spend the ight cway from home?
VesLL No-livenesiby|] Mol ] (fNothengo o Question 12)

9. ryouspent the ight what type o ccommodationdi you use?

Hote L Cabinjottage | Own Caravan [ | SatcCaravan ) Camping[ 1 851 ) Famiyferiends | |
Second e [ ) Other Please specy]

10] How many nights didpuityou stay?
10200 30) 410 51) 617 71) Morethan? (]

12f0n your most recem s how much wil you spend as o famib/aroup on ACCOMMODATION?
Number of people i party = 1

Under £100(1 £101:200] ) £201300( | £301400( | £401500[] Over£5001 |

T folowing elate 1 you5rd any sependas/carier. Number o people mparey | 1
2] n your most ecent vt how much wit you spend an 70007
Under 25 ] £26-£50 () €5LEI0D [] E10L200[] £2013007) 301400 ) €401500] | Oversco( |

15 On your most recent vt how much wil you spend on ENTERTAINMENT (s a admission fees?
Under 25 ] £26-£50 () €5LE100 [] £1012001] £2013000) E01400[ ) 01500] ] Over£500( |

6 o your most recent vt how much wil you spend on SHOPPING?
Under 25 ] £26-£50 () €5LE100 [] £1012001] £2013000) E01400( ) 01500] ] Over£500( |

15 O your most ecent it how much wil you spend on TRANSPORTATION (sch a Co prk ees, petol,ronsport an tlls?
Under 25 ] £26-£50 () €51-E100 [] £101200]] £201-3000) 301400 ) 401500] ] Over£500( |

16. Afteryour recent experence In this are, do you plan o et foranotber ity Yes L1 Nol |

7. Whatis the main reason foryour answer totheprevious question?.

[
6. TR o st VI WHGE B rEvented o rom cming Fre Bfare?

retoa araoy L NotenaughourstinfoseabbleLL Mot esrd ot th ol e L ob prvens me vl LL
Fosrleathll  Thown wesmudrotingof et (] Tomiy cssonilien L) Pevolivamspan o expensee L
e s specitl_

19, Which areofcouniry doyouiie? [

20. Whatis yourage?

Under 131 18241 ) 253001 34a1] 455001 S588] ] Ssorolder| ) Prefernotiosay |
21. Gender? sl fFemale
22, Whatis your annualgros househoid ncome?

Under 06 1 | E096900K | ] £150590K [ | £020999] | £252099% [ ]

303999961 1 s0£9999 [ ] 5059990k [ ] esdks [ ) Proternotsosay [ ]

23. Howmany dependants under the age of13ve n your household?
L1 1(1 21 311 al] 5(1 Sormere 1)
26. Doy have any ther comments about publcoccess o the coastn this area?

25. supplementary Question: fyou hv time and ntermetacces, leas ook o unswansearamblers.og.uk Evening Pose”
wolks an ate whether arno thesetypes o sefguded wlk couldbe usefl 1 you when planiing a ik nar he coast.
Veryusefu L) Ussull . Not Varyueefl | ) Other Commants
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Questions 4 and 4a were broken down into groups as follows.

‘Some questins were reversed' o it with the group (shown i red).

4.1 Thero are adequate opportuniies to axperence the loca area
142 Thero are enough loca laces on the coast o fish

43 Thero ars nough ocal access pons o the osst

44 Thero arssuffciont local waling rouestrais

45 Thro arssuffciot loclcycing outes

45 Thero are enough siways toaunch a boat

7 Thers ars suffciet sceic drves avalabie

48 Thero s suffcient parking

45 Thero are suffcnt tlets

4110 Thersare suffcient paces 0 oat

4.1 Thero aresuffcient places o shop

412 Publc areas aretoo crowed > 4 12X Publi aess arsnot 00 crowded

4.13 Public aroas are poorly malntained > 4. 13X How safsfied a you wih maintenanco o pubic areas

4.14 Publc areas/fotpaths are poorl signpostad > 4. 14X AveasiFocipaihs are wel signposied
4,151 do ot have enough informaton about aciies 2k | would ke o nfo about acvies
4,161, my friends andior family re o nterosed n cossia aciviies

417 Disablod sccess s suffcent

4.181 would ke more organised walks i the area

41191 would Ik more detas of Slf Guided Walk n the area

4201 wouid I o obiain more walking nformateon rom th Infamat

421 | wouid ko o have waking iformatin & maps on my smartphore

4.0 How satisfied areyou wih the qualtyof e beaches

4a.1 How satisfied aroyou wih the amountof access o the coast

4.2 How satisfied areyou wihthe qualtyofwaling s

4.3 How satisfied aroyou wih the ualty of cycling tas

4a.4 How satisfied aroyou with the ase of ccoss o coast and county

e e e o e e
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Crosstab

3.7: Nawre Reserve

No Yes Total
Age Group  1.00 _Count 14 22 36
Expected Count 108 252 36.0

2.00 Count 37 84 121

Expected Count 36.4 84.6 1210

3.00 Count 50 129 179

Expected Count 53.8 1252 1790

Total Count 101 235 336

Expected Count  101.0 2350 336.0

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 1735% 2 420

Likelihood Ratio 1679 2 432

Linear-by-Linear L1501 1 220

Association

N of Valid Cases 336

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 10.82.
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Symmetric Measures

Asymptotic  Approximate

Standard T Approximate

Value Error Significance

Nominal by Nominal _Phi 072 420

Cramer's V 072 420

Contingency Coefficent 072 420

interval by Interval _Pearson's R 067 056 1.226 221°

Ordinal by Ordinal  Spearman Correlation 061 055 1123 262°
N of Valid Cases 336

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

. Based on normal approximation.
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Crosstab

3.7: Nawre Reserve

No Yes Total
21:Gender Male  Count 38 95 133
Expected Count  40.0 93.0 1330

Female Count 63 140 203

Expected Count 610 1420 2030

Total Count 101 235 336
Expected Count  101.0 2350 336.0
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Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic
Significance  Exact Sig. Exact Sig.

Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 232° 1 630

Continuity Correction® 130 1 719

Likelihood Ratio 233 1 630

Fisher's Exact Test 715 361

Linear-by-Linear 231 1 631

Association

N of Valid Cases 336

2.0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 39.98.

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

Symmetric Measures

Asymptotic | Approxjmate

standard T Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi -.026 630

Cramer's V. .026 630

Contingency Coefficient 026 630

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.026 .054 -.480 631°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.026 .054 480 631°
N of Valid Cases 336

. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

. Based on normal approximation.
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4.14X How satisfied are you with signposting of area:

0 1bo 200 3bo  4bo  sbo  ebo
4.14X How satisfied are you with signposting of
areas and walks

s and walks

Mean = 3.40
Std. Dev. = 1086
N=178
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4.19: Want self guided walks

H H H
4.19: Want self guided walks
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Frequency

4.15: Not enough information about activities

Mear
St Dev. =
N=178

1 2 3 } H
4.15: Not enough information about activities.

114
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Frequency

4.20: Want more walk info on web

1 2 3 } H
4.20: Want more walk info on web
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Frequency

4.21: Want info on mobile phone

s

20

1

T T T T
2 3 H H

4.21: Want info on mobile phone

Mean = 2.75
Std. Dev. = 1479
N=178
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4.14X How satisfied are you

areas and walks

h signposting of

Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent _ Percent
valid _1.00 3 34 34 34
2.00 37 208 208 242
3.00 42 236 236 478
4.00 65 365 365 843
5.00 8 157 15.7 100.0
Total 178 100.0 1000
4.15: Not enough information about ac s
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent _ Percent
Valid_strongly Disagree a1 230 230 230
Disagree 60 337 337 56.7
Agree/Disagree a1 230 230 798
Agree 8 157 15.7 955
strongly Agree 8 45 45 100.0
Total 178 100.0 1000





image36.tiff
4.19: Want self guided walks

Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent _ Percent

Valid_strongly Disagree 8 45 45 45
Disagree 25 14.0 14.0 185
Agree/Disagree 45 253 253 43.8
Agree 65 365 365 803
strongly Agree 35 19.7 19.7 100.0

Total 178 100.0 1000
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4.20: Want more walk info on web

Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent | Percent
Valid _strongly Disagree 17 96 96 96
Disagree 21 18 118 213
Agree/Disagree 40 225 225 438
Agree 61 343 343 781
strongly Agree 39 219 219 100.0
Total 178 1000 100.0
4.21: Want info on mobile phone
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent | Percent
Valid _strongly Disagree 55 309 309 309
Disagree 25 140 14.0 449
Agree/Disagree 38 213 213 663
Agree 29 163 163 826
strongly Agree 31 174 17.4 100.0
Total 178 1000 100.0





image38.tiff
“Age Group * 4.19: Want self guided walks

Crosstab
4.19: Want self guided walks
Strongly Agree /Disagr strongly
Disagree _ Disagree ee Agree ‘Agree Toal
Age Group 1.00 _Count 2 4 s 11 5 28
Expected Count 2.1 3.9 6.4 10.0 5.6 28.0
200 Count 5 10 20 27 12 s
Expected Count 5.7 10.3 17.2 26.8 14.9 75.0
300 Count 7 13 20 32 21 93
Expected Count 7.1 12.8 21.4 33.2 185 93.0
Total Count 15 27 45 70 39 196
Expected Count 15.0 27.0 45.0 70.0 39.0 196.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.982° 982
Likelihood Ratio 2.012 981
Linear-by-Linear 024 877
Association
N of Valid Cases 196
a. 2 cells (13.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2.14.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal  Phi 101 982
Cramer's V 071 982
Contingency Coefficient 100 982
Interval by Interval Pearson's R 011 072 155 877°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation .022 072 303 .763°
N of Valid Cases 196

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * 4.20: Want more walk info on web

Crosstab
4.20: Want more walk info on web
Strongly Agree/Disagr strongly

Disagree  Disagree ee Agree Agree Total
Age Group  1.00 _Count 4 2 7 8 7 28
Expected Count 33 31 6.0 93 63 28.0
2.00 Count 7 11 15 27 15 75
Expected Count 88 8.4 16.1 24.9 168 75.0
3.00 Count 12 9 20 30 22 93
Expected Count 109 104 199 30.8 20.9 93.0
Total Count 23 22 a2 65 a4 196
Expected Count 23.0 22.0 42.0 65.0 440 196.0

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 3.001° 8 934

Likelihood Ratio 3.018 8 933

Linear-by-Linear 004 1 949

Association

N of Valid Cases 196

a. 2 cells (13.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3.14.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 124 934

Cramer's V. .087 934

Contingency Coefficient 123 934

Interval by Interval Pearson's R .005 073 064 .949°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 009 072 125 .901°¢
N of Valid Cases 196

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * 4.21: Want info on mobile phone

Crosstab
4.21: Want info on mobile phone
Strongly Agree/Disagr strongly

Disagree  Disagree ee Agree Agree Total
Age Group  1.00 _Count 1 3 9 10 s 28
Expected Count 9.0 41 56 43 5.0 28.0
2.00 Count 22 10 15 12 16 75
Expected Count 24.1 111 149 115 134 75.0
3.00 Count 40 16 15 8 14 93
Expected Count 29.9 138 185 142 166 93.0
Total Count 63 29 39 30 35 196
Expected Count 63.0 29.0 39.0 30.0 350  196.0

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 25.565% 8 -001

Likelihood Ratio 27.875 8 .000

Linear-by-Linear 14504 1 000

Association

N of Valid Cases 196

a. 2 cells (13.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4.14.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 361 .001

Cramer's V. 255 .001

Contingency Coefficient 340 001

Interval by Interval Pearson's R 273 .062 -3.948 .000°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.273 .064 -3.952 .000°
N of Valid Cases 196

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
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21: Gender * 4.19: Want self guided walks

Crosstab
4.19: Want self guided walks
Strongly Agree /Disagr strongly
Disagree Disagree ee Agree Agree Total
21: Gender  Male Count 4 10 20 32 15 81
Expected Count 6.2 11.2 18.6 28.9 16.1 81.0
Female Count 11 17 25 38 24 115
Expected Count 8.8 15.8 26.4 41.1 229 115.0
Total Count 15 27 45 70 39 196
Expected Count 15.0 27.0 45.0 70.0 39.0 196.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.403* 4 662
Likelihood Ratio 2.472 4 650
Linear-by-Linear 519 1 431
Association
N of Valid Cases 196

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 6.20.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 111 662

Cramer's V 11 662

Contingency Coefficient 110 662

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.056 .069 -.786 433°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.041 .070 -.578 564
N of Valid Cases 196

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * 4.20: Want more walk info on web

Crosstab
4.20: Want more walk info on web
Strongly Agree /Disagr strongly
Disagree Disagree ee Agree Agree Total
21: Gender  Male Count 5 10 17 35 14 81
Expected Count 9.5 9.1 17.4 26.9 18.2 81.0
Female Count 18 12 25 30 30 115
Expected Count 13.5 12.9 24.6 38.1 25.8 115.0
Total Count 23 22 42 65 44 196
Expected Count 23.0 22.0 42.0 65.0 44.0 196.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 9.649* 4 047
Likelihood Ratio 9.926 4 042
Linear-by-Linear 799 1 ER
Association
N of Valid Cases 196

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 9.09.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 222 .047

Cramer's V 222 .047

Contingency Coefficient 217 047

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.064 .068 -.894 373

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.038 .070 -.527 599
N of Valid Cases 196

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * 4.21: Want info on mobile phone

Crosstab
4.21: Want info on mobile phone
Strongly Agree /Disagr strongly
Disagree Disagree ee Agree Agree Total
21: Gender  Male Count 22 12 15 16 16 81
Expected Count 26.0 12.0 16.1 12.4 145 81.0
Female Count 41 17 24 14 19 115
Expected Count 37.0 17.0 22.9 17.6 20.5 115.0
Total Count 63 29 39 30 35 196
Expected Count 63.0 29.0 39.0 30.0 35.0 196.0
Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.260* 4 515
Likelihood Ratio 3.245 4 518
Linear-by-Linear 2.044 1 153
Association
N of Valid Cases 196

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 11.98.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 129 515

Cramer's V 129 515

Contingency Coefficient 128 515

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.102 071 -1.433 153

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.103 071 -1.448 .149°
N of Valid Cases 196

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Frequency

4.1: Adequate Opportunities to Experience area

4.1: Adequate Opporturities to Experience area
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Frequency

4.3: Enough access points to coast

4.3: Enough access points to coast
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Frequency

4.4: Enough walking trails

4.4 Enough walking trails





image47.tiff
Frequency

4.7: Enough scenic drives

4.7 Enough scenic drives
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4.1: Adequate Opportunities to Experience area

Comutive
Frequency Percens | Valid percers_ Percet
Vila swongy Disagree ERENE 7 17
Disagree 15 s 6 86
Agee/Diages s es3 53 313
Agree 5 3ss 383 7ie
Strongly Agres o 22 2 1000
Tt FEERRNTTY] 1000
4.3: Enough access points to coast
Comutive
Frequency Percens | Valid percers_ Percet
Vala Swongy Disagree FRENET2 7 17
Disagree w103 103 120
Agee/Diages 5 2us 25 355
Agree FERT 355 2
Strongly Aares G 28 1000
Toat PR 1000
4.4: Enough walking trails
Cunuive
Frequency Percens | Valid percers_ Pertant
Vald swongy Disagree 7 30 30 30
Disagres a o 50 120
Agee/Diages 5 240 20 31
Agree s 32 32 e
Strongly Agres & 2 28 1000
ol PR 1000
4.7: Enough scenic drives
Comutive
Frequency Percens Valid percers_ Forcet
Vald Swrongy Disagree 7 30 30 30
Disagree 2 se 52 82
Agee/Diages s as s 255
Agree s 32 32 Eh
Strongly Agres s 32 32 1000

Tt FEERERTIY] 1000
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Age Group * 4.1: Adequate Opportunities to Experience area

Crosstab
4.1: Adequate Opportunities to Experience area
Strongly Agree /Disagr strongly
Disagree Disagree ee Agree Agree Total
Age Group 1.00 _Count 0 1 7 9 5 23
Expected Count 4 1.6 5.8 9.2 6.0 23.0
200 Count 2 s 23 34 2 89
Expected Count L5 6.1 22.5 35.5 23.3 89.0
300 Count 2 7 29 s0 33 121
Expected Count 2.1 8.3 30.6 48.3 317 121.0
Total Count 4 16 59 93 61 233
Expected Count 4.0 16.0 59.0 93.0 61.0 233.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.137% 977
Likelihood Ratio 2.499 962
Linear-by-Linear 231 31
Association
N of Valid Cases 233
a. 4 cells (26.7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .39.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal _Phi .096 977
Cramer's V. 068 977
Interval by Interval Pearson's R .032 063 480 632°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 044 065 662 .508°
N of Valid Cases 233

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * Adequate Opps Sum

Crosstab
Adequate Opps Sum
100 300 500 Toul
Age Group 1.00 _Count 1 7 15 23
Expected Count 2.0 5.8 15.2 23.0
200 Count 10 23 s6 89
Expected Count 7.6 22.5 58.8 89.0
300 Count 9 29 83 121
Expected Count 10.4 30.6 80.0 121.0
Total Count 20 59 154 233
Expected Count 20.0 59.0 154.0 233.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.983% 4 739
Likelihood Ratio 2.021 4 732
Linear-by-Linear 308 1 579
Association
N of Valid Cases 233
a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.97.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal _Phi 092 739
Cramer's V. 065 739
Interval by Interval Pearson's R 036 .062 555 .580°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 049 065 747 .456°
N of Valid Cases 233

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

c. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * Coastal Access Sum

Crosstab
Coastal Access Sum
100 300 500 Toul
Age Group 1.0 _Count 3 4 16 3
Expected Count 2.8 5.4 14.8 23.0
200 Count 5 25 58 89
Expected Count 10.7 21.0 57.3 89.0
300 Count 19 26 76 121
Expected Count 14.5 28.6 77.9 121.0
Total Count 28 55 150 233
Expected Count 28.0 55.0 150.0 233.0
square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.964° 4 291
Likelihood Ratio 5.234 4 264
Linear-by-Linear 1.058 1 304
Association
N of Valid Cases 233
a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2.76.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic | Approxjmate
standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal  Phi 291
Cramer's V 291
Interval by Interval Pearson's R .066 305°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 065 381°

N of Valid Cases

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * Enough Trails Sum

Crosstab
Enough Trails Sum
100 300 500 Toul
Age Group 1.00 _Count 3 5 14 23
Expected Count 2.8 5.5 14.7 23.0
200 Count 12 2 53 89
Expected Count 10.7 21.4 56.9 89.0
300 Count 13 26 82 121
Expected Count 14.5 29.1 77.4 121.0
Total Count 28 56 149 233
Expected Count 28.0 56.0 149.0 233.0
Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.607% 4 808
Likelihood Ratio 1.607 4 .808
Linear-by-Linear 999 1 318
Association
N of Valid Cases 233
a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2.76.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal _Phi .083 808
Cramer's V. 059 .808
Interval by Interval Pearson's R 066 066 999 319
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 076 065 1.161 .247°
N of Valid Cases 233

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

c. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * Enough scenic drives sum

Crosstab
Enough scenic drives sum

1.00 3.00 5.00  Toul
Age Group  1.00 _Count 1 2 20 23
Expected Count L9 49 162 23.0
2.00 Count 8 18 63 89
Expected Count 73 19.1 62.6 89.0
3.00 Count 10 30 81 121
Expected Count 9.9 26.0 852 1210
Total Count 19 50 164 233
Expected Count 19.0 50.0 1640  233.0

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 4.026° 4 403

Likelihood Ratio 4531 4 339

Linear-by-Linear 1.965 1 161

Association

N of Valid Cases 233

a. 2 cells (22.25%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.88.

Symmetric Measures.
Asymptotic | Approxjmate
standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal  Phi 131 403
Cramer's V .093 403
Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.092 .060 -1.405 .161°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.095 063 -1.450 .148°
N of Valid Cases 233

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * 4.

Crosstab

: Adequate Opportunities to Experience area

4.1: Adequate Opportunities to Experience area

Strongly Agree /Disagr strongly
Disagree Disagree ee Agree Agree Total
21: Gender  Male Count 2 9 22 39 27 99
Expected Count 17 6.8 25.1 39.5 25.9 99.0
Female Count 2 7 37 54 34 134
Expected Count 2.3 9.2 33.9 53.5 35.1 134.0
Total Count 4 16 59 93 61 233
Expected Count 4.0 16.0 59.0 93.0 61.0 233.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.076* 4 722
Likelihood Ratio 2.064 4 724
Linear-by-Linear 026 1 873
Association
N of Valid Cases 233
a. 2 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.70.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal _Phi .094 722
Cramer's V. 094 722
Interval by Interval Pearson's R .010 066 160 .873°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.004 066 -.061 951°
N of Valid Cases 233

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * Adequate Opps Sum

Crosstab
Adequate Opps Sum
100 300 500  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 11 22 66 99
Expected Count 8.5 25.1 65.4 99.0
Female Count 9 37 88 134
Expected Count 115 33.9 88.6 134.0
Total Count 20 59 154 233
Expected Count 20.0 59.0 154.0 233.0
Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.943° 2 379
Likelihood Ratio 1.932 2 381
Linear-by-Linear 157 1 91
Association
N of Valid Cases 233

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count s 8.50.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

Standard Approximate

Value Error Significance

Nominal by Nominal _Phi 091 379

Cramer's V. 091 379

interval by Interval _Pearson's R 026 066 396 692°

Ordinal by Ordinal  Spearman Correlation 006 066 091 928°
N of Valid Cases 233

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * Coastal Access Sum

Crosstab
Coastal Access Sum
100 300 500  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 17 25 57 99
Expected Count 11.9 234 63.7 99.0
Female Count 11 30 93 134
Expected Count 16.1 316 86.3 134.0
Total Count 28 55 150 233
Expected Count 28.0 55.0 150.0 233.0
Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 5.241% 2 073
Likelihood Ratio 5.198 2 074
Linear-by-Linear 5.003 1 025
Association
N of Valid Cases 233

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 11.90.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 150 073

Cramer's V 150 073

Interval by Interval Pearson's R 147 .065 2.256 025°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 137 .066 2.108 .036°
N of Valid Cases 233

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * Enough Trails Sum

Crosstab
Enough Trails Sum
100 300 500  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 13 29 57 99
Expected Count 11.9 23.8 63.3 99.0
Female Count 15 27 92 134
Expected Count 16.1 32.2 85.7 134.0
Total Count 28 56 149 233
Expected Count 28.0 56.0 149.0 233.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.252% 2 197
Likelihood Ratio 3.236 2 198
Linear-by-Linear 1961 1 161
Association
N of Valid Cases 233

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 11.90.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 118 197

Cramer's V 118 197

Interval by Interval Pearson's R .092 .066 1.403 .162°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 105 .066 1.608 .109°
N of Valid Cases 233

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * Enough scenic drives sum

Crosstab
Enough scenic drives sum
100 300 500  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 10 27 62 99
Expected Count 8.1 21.2 69.7 99.0
Female Count 9 23 102 134
Expected Count 10.9 28.8 94.3 134.0
Total Count 19 50 164 233
Expected Count 19.0 50.0 164.0 233.0
Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.984% 2 083
Likelihood Ratio 4.951 2 084
Linear-by-Linear 4.056 1 044
Association
N of Valid Cases 233

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 8.07.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi .146 .083

Cramer's V 146 .083

Interval by Interval Pearson's R 132 .066 2.027 044

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 143 .066 2.200 .029°
N of Valid Cases 233

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Frequency

4.8: Enough parking

4.8 Enough parking
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Frequency

4.9: Enough Toilets

4.9 Enough Toilets
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Frequency

4.10: Enough places to eat

4.10: Enough places o eat
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Frequency

4.11: Enough shops

4.11: Enough shops
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Frequency

4.12X Public areas are Not crowded

412 Public areas are Not crowded
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4.8: Enough parking

Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent _ Percent
Valid_strongly Disagree 10 3.9 3.9 3.9
Disagree 31 120 12.0 15.8
Agree/Disagree 84 324 324 483
Agree 91 351 EERY 834
strongly Agree 43 16.6 16.6 100.0
Total 259 1000 1000
4.9: Enough Toilets
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent _ Percent
Valid_strongly Disagree 2 85 85 85
Disagree 48 185 185 270
Agree/Disagree 7 297 297 56.8
Agree 82 317 317 88.4
strongly Agree 30 116 116 100.0
Total 259 1000 1000
4.10: Enough places to eat
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent _ Percent
Valid_strongly Disagree 8 31 31 31
Disagree 47 181 181 212
Agree/Disagree 87 336 336 548
Agree 72 278 278 8256
strongly Agree 45 17.4 17.4 100.0
Total 259 1000 1000
4.11: Enough shops
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent _ Percent
Valid_strongly Disagree 12 45 45 45
Disagree 34 131 131 17.8
Agree/Disagree 93 359 359 537
Agree 85 328 328 865
strongly Agree 35 135 135 100.0
Total 259 1000 1000
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4.12X Public areas are Not crowded

Cumulative
Frequency Percent  Valid Percent _Percent
Valid 1.00 14 5.4 5.4 5.4
2.00 40 154 154 20.8
3.00 79 305 305 514
4.00 91 35.1 35.1 86.5
5.00 35 135 135 100.0
Total 259 100.0 100.0
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Age Group * 4.8: Enough parking

Crosstab
4.8: Enough parking
Strongly Agree/Disagr strongly

Disagree  Disagree ee Agree Agree Total
Age Group  1.00 _Count 1 2 9 8 8 28
Expected Count L1 34 9.1 9.8 4.6 28.0
2.00 Count s 13 33 39 13 103
Expected Count 4.0 123 33.4 36.2 171 103.0
3.00 Count 4 16 a2 a4 22 128
Expected Count 4.9 153 415 45.0 213 1280
Total Count 10 31 84 91 43 259
Expected Count 100 310 84.0 91.0 430 259.0

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 5.080° 8 749

Likelihood Ratio 4.840 8 775

Linear-by-Linear 174 1 676

Association

N of Valid Cases 259

a5 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.08.

Symmetric Measures

Asymprotic | Approximate
X

Standard Approximate

Error® Significance

Nominal by Nominal _Phi 749
Cramer's V. 749

Interval by Interval  Pearson's R -063 -417 677°
Ordinal by Ordinal  Spearman Correlation -063 -274 784°

N of Valid Cases
a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * Enough Parking Sum

Crosstab
Enough Parking Sum
100 300 500 Toul
Age Group 1.00 _Count 3 9 16 28
Expected Count 4.4 9.1 145 28.0
200 Count 18 33 52 103
Expected Count 16.3 33.4 53.3 103.0
300 Count 20 2 66 128
Expected Count 203 415 66.2 128.0
Total Count 41 84 134 259
Expected Count 41.0 84.0 134.0 259.0
Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8447 4 932
Likelihood Ratio 893 4 926
Linear-by-Linear 131 717
Association
N of Valid Cases 259
a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4.43.
Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal _Phi 057 932
Cramer's V. 040 932
Interval by Interval Pearson's R 23 060 -.362 718°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.015 061 -.238 .812°
N of Valid Cases 259

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * Enough Toilets Sum
Crosstab
Enough Toilets Sum
100 | 300 500  Toul

AgeGroup  1.00 _Count 3 7 5 28
Expected Count 7.6 83 121 280
2.00 Count 29 33 a1 103
Expected Count  27.8  30.6 445 103.0
3.00 Count 35 37 s6 128
Expected Cont 346 381 554 1280
Total Count 70 7 112 259
Expected Cont 700 77.0 1120 2590

Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 1782° 4 776

Likelihood Ratio 1773 4 777

Linear-by-Linear 223 1 637

Association

N of Valid Cases 259

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 7.57.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi .083 776

Cramer's V 059 776

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.029 .062 -.472 638°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.018 .062 -.286 775¢
N of Valid Cases 259

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * Enough Places to Eat Sum

Crosstab
Enough Places to Eat Sum
100 300 500 Toul
Age Group 1.00 _Count 9 12 7 28
Expected Count 5.9 9.4 12.6 28.0
200 Count 16 36 s1 103
Expected Count 21.9 34.6 46.5 103.0
300 Count 30 39 59 128
Expected Count 27.2 43.0 57.8 128.0
Total Count 55 87 17 259
Expected Count 55.0 87.0 117.0 259.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 7.558% 4 109
Likelihood Ratio 7.928 4 094
Linear-by-Linear 597 1 404
Association
N of Valid Cases 259
. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5.95.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal _Phi 171 109
Cramer's V. 121 109
Interval by Interval Pearson's R .052 063 835 .405°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 035 063 565 573°
N of Valid Cases 259

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * Enough Places to Shop Sum

Crosstab
Enough Places to Shop Sum
100 300 500 Toul
Age Group 1.00 _Count 7 14 7 28
Expected Count 5.0 10.1 13.0 28.0
200 Count 13 0 s0 103
Expected Count 18.3 37.0 47.7 103.0
300 Count 26 39 53 128
Expected Count 22.7 46.0 59.3 128.0
Total Count 46 93 120 259
Expected Count 46.0 93.0 120.0 259.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.765 4 067
Likelihood Ratio 9.257 4 055
Linear-by-Linear 1078 299
Association
N of Valid Cases 259
a. 1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4.97.
Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
Standard T Approximate
Value Error’ Significance
Nominal by Nominal _Phi 184 067
Cramer's V. 130 067
Interval by Interval Pearson's R 065 063 1.038 .300°
Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation 058 063 935 351°
N of Valid Cases 259

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

c. Based on normal approximation.
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Age Group * Public Areas not crowded sum

Crosstab
Public Areas not crowded sum
1.00 3.00 5.00  Toul

Age Group  1.00 _Count 7 8 13 28
Expected Count 58 85 136 28.0

2.00 Count 16 34 53 103

Expected Count 215 314 501 103.0

3.00 Count 31 37 60 128

Expected Count  26.7 39.0 623 1280

Total Count 54 79 126 259
Expected Count __ 54.0 79.0 1260 259.0

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic

Significance
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 2.956° 4 565

Likelihood Ratio 3.039 4 551

Linear-by-Linear 316 1 574

Association

N of Valid Cases 259

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5.84.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

Standard Approximate

Value Error Significance

Nominal by Nominal _Phi 107 565

Cramer's V. 076 565

interval by Interval _Pearson's R 035 064 562 s75¢

Ordinal by Ordinal _ Spearman Correlation  -.042 063 677 .499°
N of Valid Cases 259

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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image72.tiff
21: Gender * Enough Parking Sum

Crosstab
Enough Parking Sum
100 300 500  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 14 42 54 110
Expected Count 17.4 35.7 56.9 110.0
Female Count 27 42 80 149
Expected Count 23.6 48.3 77.1 149.0
Total Count 41 84 134 259
Expected Count 41.0 84.0 134.0 259.0
Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.371° 2 185
Likelihood Ratio 3.376 2 185
Linear-by-Linear 007 1 932
Association
N of Valid Cases 259

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 17.41.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi 114 185

Cramer's V 114 185

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.005 .061 -.085 932¢

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation .012 .062 192 .848°
N of Valid Cases 259

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * Enough Toilets Sum

Crosstab
Enough Toilets Sum
100 300 500  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 31 32 47 110
Expected Count 29.7 327 47.6 110.0
Female Count 39 45 65 149
Expected Count 403 443 64.4 149.0
Total Count 70 77 112 259
Expected Count 70.0 77.0 112.0 259.0
Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .132* 2 936
Likelihood Ratio 132 2 936
Linear-by-Linear 079 1 79
Association
N of Valid Cases 259

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 29.73.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi .023 936

Cramer's V .023 936

Interval by Interval Pearson's R 017 .062 .280 .780°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation .016 .062 264 792¢
N of Valid Cases 259

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * Enough Places to Eat Sum

Crosstab
Enough Places to Eat Sum
100 300 500  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 21 38 51 110
Expected Count 234 36.9 49.7 110.0
Female Count 34 49 66 149
Expected Count 316 50.1 67.3 149.0
Total Count 55 87 17 259
Expected Count 55.0 87.0 117.0 259.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 526% 2 769
Likelihood Ratio 530 2 767
Linear-by-Linear 349 1 sss
Association
N of Valid Cases 259

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 23.36.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

Standard Approximate

Value Error Significance

Nominal by Nominal _Phi 045 769

Cramer's V. 045 769

interval by Interval _Pearson's R 037 062 590 556°

Ordinal by Ordinal _ Spearman Correlation  -.034 062 544 587°
N of Valid Cases 259

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * Enough Places to Shop Sum

Crosstab
Enough Places to Shop Sum
100 300 500  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 20 44 46 110
Expected Count 19.5 39.5 51.0 110.0
Female Count 26 49 74 149
Expected Count 26.5 53.5 69.0 149.0
Total Count 46 93 120 259
Expected Count 46.0 93.0 120.0 259.0
Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.752° 2 416
Likelihood Ratio 1.753 2 416
Linear-by-Linear 829 1 362
Association
N of Valid Cases 259

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 19.54.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi .082 416

Cramer's V .082 416

Interval by Interval Pearson's R 057 .062 910 363°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation .064 .062 1.022 .308°
N of Valid Cases 259

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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21: Gender * Public Areas not crowded sum

Crosstab
Public Areas not crowded sum
100 300 500  Toul
21: Gender  Male Count 27 31 52 110
Expected Count 22.9 33.6 53.5 110.0
Female Count 27 48 74 149
Expected Count 311 45.4 72.5 149.0
Total Count 54 79 126 259
Expected Count 54.0 79.0 126.0 259.0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymprotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.665° 2 435
Likelihood Ratio 1.653 2 438
Linear-by-Linear 793 1 373
Association
N of Valid Cases 259

a. 0 cells (.0% have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 22.93.

Symmetric Measures
Asymptotic  Approxmate
ox

standard Approximate

Value Error’ Significance

Nominal by Nominal  Phi .080 435

Cramer's V .080 435

Interval by Interval Pearson's R .055 .063 .890 374°

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation .048 .063 775 439°
N of Valid Cases 259

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
. Based on normal approximation.
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4.13X How satisfied are you with maintenance of Public Areas

Mean = 3.41
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N 268
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Frequency

4a.0: Satisfied with beach quality

T : H H 3
4a,0: satisfied with beach quality

N 268
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Frequency

4a.4: Satisfied with ease of coastal access
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4a.4: satisfied with ease of coastal access
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4a.1:Satisfied with coastal access

120
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4a. 1:satisfied with coastal access

85
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4a.2: Satisfied with quality of walking trails

H : H H 3
4a.2: satisfied with quality of walking trails





