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Summary 

This study investigates the potential for the Alver Valley to function as a SANG (Suitable Accessible 

Natural Greenspace).  The Alver Valley is currently available for informal recreational use and 

Gosport Borough Council is establishing the area as a Country Park to encourage a greater number 

and type of visitors to the site. SANGs are intended to draw access away from more sensitive sites 

and therefore provide mitigation for increased development.  SANGs feature widely in mitigation 

schemes for heathland sites (such as the Thames Basin Heaths) but SANGs may be less effective in 

coastal areas, where the coast has a very particular draw for visitors.  We present visitor survey 

results and consider the implications in terms of the Alver Valley but also more widely in terms of 

coastal SANGs and the Solent area.    

On-site visitor surveys (involving counts of people and interviews with a sample of visitors) were 

conducted at two locations over two days each, to profile visitors at the Alver Valley. Key aims were 

to understand visitor’s current usage, visit levels to other locations and site requirements. These 

were paired with visitor surveys (four locations also over two days at each) at nearby coastal 

locations (both Special Protection Area ‘SPA’ and non-SPA sites) to understand the profile of these 

visitors and how different management actions at coastal locations or inland may alter visiting 

patterns. 

Key findings from the survey are summarised below: 

 Tally counts of visitors recorded 2,190 people across all sites; interviews were conducted 

with a total of 334 individuals.  

 There were significant differences in the number of visitors between sites, with high 

numbers recorded at certain coastal locations (Hill Head Coast, Stokes Bay) and similar 

numbers at one of the Alver Valley survey locations (Apple Dumpling Bridge). 

 Group sizes were generally similar at all locations, but mean numbers of dogs differed 

greatly between locations. 

 This was reflected in the differences in the numbers of activities reported from interviews. 

Most (92%) of interviewees at the Alver Valley dog walking, while at other coastal locations 

this percentage varied greatly (ranging from 25-94% of interviewees dog walking). 

 With the exception of one coastal location (Titchfield Haven, the least urban survey point), 

most interviewees were frequent visitors to sites. 

 Modes of transport used to visit the site were very different between sites, and the largest 

proportion of interviewees arriving by car was recorded at the Alver Valley. 

 At all survey locations, the main reason for visiting the site was its proximity to the 

interviewee’s home, while other less important reasons usually related to the scenery/views 

or were dog related. 

 Alternative site choices were often very close to the current survey location and included 

both inland and coastal sites, though Browndown was the most common choice overall. At 

the Alver Valley alternative site choices were often coastal sites, but usually not SPA 

locations. Only 8% of interviewees gave their alternative site choice as an SPA location.  
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 Interviewees at the two Alver Valley survey points showed different site usage patterns, with 

a group of interviewees restricted to the north-west corner of the site, while other 

interviewees were more widely dispersed across the rest of the site. 

 At coastal sites, the use of other inland locations was often higher than the use of other 

coastal locations. Conversely at the Alver Valley the use of coastal locations was usually 

higher than other inland locations. Site fidelity was highest at Fareham Creek and Stokes 

Bay, with just under half of interviewees only visiting this location. At the Alver Valley there 

was a wide range of reported site fidelity among interviewees and 14% of interviewees only 

visited the Alver Valley. 

 Linear distances between home postcodes and the survey point were usually less than 2km. 

Distances were much larger for interviewees at Titchfield Haven and much smaller at 

Fareham Creek. 

 Interviewee’s responses to questions about management changes at coastal locations 

suggests the presence of a beach warden would be the most ineffective mechanism in 

changing visit rates (but note that the presence of a beach warden’s is more likely to have a 

positive effect in changing the awareness and behaviour of visitors). The largest decrease in 

visits would result from a requirement for dogs on leads. 

Ability for Alver Valley to Function as a SANG 

The results from the surveys suggest the Alver Valley has some ability to function as a SANG (and 

is currently doing so) in that it attracts high numbers of visitors, including good numbers of dog 

walkers. Visitors are local and drawn from Lee-on-the-Solent, Stubbington and Gosport.  There 

are a relatively high proportion of newer residents and use of the site is increasing. However, 

surveys also suggest that visitors to the Alver Valley will also tend to always also use the coast, 

and that a proportion of visits would always be to the coast. Furthermore coastal visits by Alver 

Valley users are often to sections of coast outside the SPA, suggesting that the site does not 

necessarily target many of the SPA coastal site users.  

Implications for management of Alver Valley 

The Alver Valley is clearly a popular destination and is drawing new visitors. In terms of 

functioning as a SANG the results suggest that improvements to the path network, parking and 

dog facilities would be beneficial.  Wider promotion of the site (e.g. at Stubbington) will be 

important.  Additions such as a garden centre and café may draw additional access but would 

seem of little benefit in terms of the site functioning as a SANG. It may be possible to promote 

the site as more of a destination if linked to Stokes Bay (which is outside the SPA) as many 

visitors at Alver Valley appear to also visit that part of the coast.  

More general implications regarding SANGs and the Solent 

The results would suggest that coastal management measures should be the priority within any 

strategic mitigation approach. SANGs may have a role if closely aligned with the coastal 

management measures, but each SANG would need to be assessed on its own merits, taking into 

consideration the general character of the surrounding SPA and data on visitor use. SANGs may 

work best in more urban environments rather than open stretches of scenic coastline.  Measures 

to enhance SANGs and draw access should be closely linked to the SPA and measures to deter 
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access (such as increased parking or restrictions on dogs) may be necessary in tandem on the 

SPA.  The methodology used in this study provides a way forward to assess other potential SANG 

sites in the sub-region.   
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1. Introduction 

Overview 

1.1 Parts of the Solent coast are internationally important for nature conservation and 

include areas that are European wildlife sites, designated in part for wintering and 

passage waterbirds. In order to ensure the effective long-term protection of such sites it 

is important to consider impacts from increased access and recreational disturbance. 

This study investigates the potential for the Alver Valley to function as a SANG (Suitable 

Accessible Natural Greenspace), drawing recreation away from more sensitive 

locations. The work was commissioned by Gosport Borough Council, on behalf of the 

Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership,   and includes on-site visitor surveys 

undertaken at Alver Valley and adjacent coastal sites. In this introduction we summarise 

the legislative context, the concept of SANGs and background to the Alver Valley. 

European Sites and Legislative Context 

1.2 The designation, protection and restoration of European wildlife sites is embedded in 

the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, as amended, which are 

commonly referred to as the ‘Habitats Regulations.’ The Habitats Regulations are in 

place to transpose European legislation set out within the Habitats Directive (Council 

Directive 92/43/EEC) and the Birds Directive (Council Directive 2009/147/EC). These key 

pieces of European legislation seek to protect, conserve and restore habitats and 

species that are of utmost conservation importance and concern across Europe.  

1.3 European sites have the benefit of the highest level of legislative protection for 

biodiversity. Member states have specific duties in terms of avoiding deterioration of 

habitats and species for which sites are designated or classified, and stringent tests 

have to be met before plans and projects can be permitted, with a precautionary 

approach embedded in the legislation, i.e. it is necessary to demonstrate that impacts 

will not occur, rather than they will. The overarching objective is to maintain sites and 

their interest features in an ecologically robust and viable state, able to sustain and 

thrive into the long term, with adequate resilience against natural influences. Where 

sites are not achieving their potential, the focus should be on restoration. 

1.4 Within the Habitats Regulations, local planning authorities, as public bodies, are given 

specific duties as ‘competent authorities’ with regard to the protection of sites 

designated or classified for their species and habitats of European importance. After 

completing an assessment a competent authority should only approve a project or give 

effect to a plan where it can be ascertained that there will not be an adverse effect on 

the integrity of the European site(s) in question. In order to reach this conclusion, the 

competent authority may have made changes to the plan, or modified the project with 

restrictions or conditions, in light of their Appropriate Assessment findings. Where 

adverse effects cannot be ruled out, there are further exceptional tests set out in 

Regulation 62 for plans and projects and in Regulation 103 specifically for land use 

plans. Strict protection for European sites is therefore in force.  
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Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership (SRMP) 

1.5 The Solent shoreline between Hurst Castle and Chichester Harbour, including the north 

shoreline of the Isle of Wight, encompasses three Special Protection Areas (‘SPA’s): the 

Solent & Southampton Water SPA, Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA and 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA. The wintering bird interest is summarised by Stillman et al. 

(2009).  

1.6 The shoreline is heavily populated and includes urban centres such as Southampton and 

Portsmouth. New housing levels may be in the region of 82,0001 dwellings in the period 

through to 2026. Much of this development will be within a short distance of the coast. 

1.7 This level of growth and the existing high local population prompted concern regarding 

likely significant effects to the European sites from increased access and disturbance. 

Local authorities therefore established the Solent Disturbance and Mitigation Project 

and a range of studies were commissioned. The range of studies considered current 

recreation levels, impacts of disturbance and the impacts of growth (see Fearnley, 

Clarke & Liley 2010, 2011; Liley, Stillman & Fearnley 2010; Stillman et al. 2012), and as a 

result of those studies and advice from Natural England, relevant local authorities have 

collaborated to establish mitigation strategically across the Solent. Background to this 

mitigation is set out by Liley & Tyldesley (2013) and an interim strategy has been 

produced by the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership ‘SRMP’ (2014). The SRMP 

now requires guidance on the role of SANGs as part of its long term mitigation strategy, 

which is currently being prepared.   

Mitigation and the Role of SANGs 

1.8 The Interim Strategy produced by the Solent Recreation Mitigation Partnership includes 

a basic principle that all development which creates net additional dwellings within 5.6 

kilometres of the Solent SPAs is likely to have a significant effect on the SPAs and 

requires mitigation.  

1.9 The mitigation measures in the SRMP’s Interim Mitigation Strategy include; a team of 

rangers who will work to influence the behaviour of visitors, initiatives relating to dog 

walking, and a pilot project to test the effectiveness of providing alternative recreation 

opportunities away from the SPA.  

1.10 Alternative sites are often referred to as SANGs (‘Suitable Alternative Natural 

Greenspace’), an acronym first used in relation to the Thames Basin Heaths. While 

established in other areas, the approach has become strongly linked to the Thames 

Basin Heaths where there are now around 40 SANGs sites established. The concept is 

simple; that by increasing the area of space for recreation in a general area there is 

more space to absorb the increased recreation needs of the growing population. While 

many SANGs are entirely new, in that they have been created on land that previously 

had no public access, some SANGs are sites that had existing access and enhancements, 

                                                             

1
 Figure drawn from the original contract brief for the Solent Disturbance and Mitigation Project 
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such as the addition of car-parks, marked routes etc. have meant the sites are used 

more.  

1.11 SANGs are largely untested. While SANGs might be expected to function well in inland 

areas, where local access is focussed on areas with accessible greenspace, some authors 

have challenged their general applicability (Chapman 2014). In coastal areas in 

particular it may be difficult to create an alternative to the coast when being by the sea 

has such a particular draw in terms of recreation. Few such SANGs have so far been 

created and data on their success is limited (e.g. Cruickshanks & Liley 2014).  

The Alver Valley 

1.12 The specific pilot project relating to SANGs is the Alver Valley, in Gosport Borough. A 

pilot project was initiated due to a lack of understanding of how effective SANGs might 

be in the Solent area and therefore what role similar facilities/sites might play in part of 

a definitive mitigation strategy.  

1.13 Alver Valley contains around 200ha of grassland, woodland, scrub and wetland habitats. 

The site is largely owned and managed by Gosport Borough Council, which is in the 

process of establishing the area as a fully functioning Country Park (further details can 

be found in the Strategy document for the Alver Valley, Gosport Borough Council 2014). 

Located between Lee-on-the-Solent and Gosport the site is directly adjacent to urban 

areas, including a number of recent and current development sites (Cherque Farm, 

Alver Village and Daedalus). The site lies just inland from the coast (Map 1).  

1.14 While parts of the site have had limited informal access over a number of years, more 

recently there has been an increase in the number of people using the Country Park as 

additional areas have become available as well as a growing awareness of the site. 

However there is considerable potential to enhance access arrangements and improve 

facilities including; the provision of picnic areas, trails, footpaths, cycleways, bridleways, 

interpretation, additional parking and a visitor centre.  

Aims of this Report 

1.15 The aim of this study is therefore to consider the role and effectiveness of Alver Valley 

as a SANG and to consider whether aspects arising from this study can be transferred to 

other sites in the Solent area.  As such the report has the following aims: 

 Identify baseline levels of use at Alver Valley, with comparison to the surrounding 
coastal sites 

 Determine how well the existing site are functioning as SANGs 

 Draw comparisons with previous surveys to pick up any changes 

 Identify from questionnaire results what measures may be required to enhance the 
Alver Valley’s function as a SANG. 

 Consider the role of SANGs in coastal areas such as the Solent. 
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2. Survey Methodology 

2.1 Visitor survey work was undertaken to establish the potential role of the Alver Valley as 

a SANG and to provide more information on the wider role of SANGs in the Solent area. 

2.2 Six survey points were chosen and included locations within the Alver Valley and nearby 

parts of the coast (both within and outside the SPA). The selection of points followed an 

initial meeting with Gosport Borough Council and a site visit. Some coastal points 

matched those of a previous visitor survey, conducted in a comparable format, by 

Footprint Ecology in 2009 (Fearnley, Clarke & Liley 2010).  

2.3 Survey points are shown for coastal sites in Map 2 and at the Alver Valley in Map 3. The 

details of the survey points are summarised in Table 1. 

Table 1: Details of the survey points from both the coastal and Alver Valley sites. Those survey points which 

were surveyed in the 2009 Solent work are marked with an asterisk and those in bold are adjacent to SPA. 

Point 
ID 

Site 
Name 

Details 

Coastal sites 

1* 

Hill Head 
Coast 

(Salterns 
Road) 

Survey point on the northern end of car park, just onto the beach. Car park is adjacent to 
amenity grassland of Salterns Park. The location allowed for the interception of those walking 
along the shoreline from the north west as they are funnelled around the corner, while those 

from the car park are pushed towards the surveyor by a small wall. 

2 

Titchfield 
Haven 
(Cliff 

Road) 

This survey point was located on the beach ridge, alongside an area of parking, 
approximately where the tarmac of the car park ends. The surveyor stood by the steps up to 
the beach ridge, such that surveys were not conducted in the car park. This will prevent the 

interviewing of those parking here and only visiting the Titchfield Haven Reserve/ Meon 
Valley.  

3* 

Stokes 
Bay 

(Lifeboat 
Lane) 

Survey point at the car park where the life boat station is located. The specific survey point is 
located at the southern exit of the car park on the main beach path, such that those using 

only the recreational playing fields were not interviewed. Surveyors were suggested to focus 
to the south-western corner of the car park, but also consider approaching those along the 

beach front (to capture some of those who park in the car park but head east), depending on 
how busy the site is. The exact point as used in the 2009 survey has been relocated to the 

larger car park further south  

4* 

Fareham 
Creek 

(Salterns 
Lane) 

Survey point located on the playing fields and parkland overlooking estuary. The survey point 
is located on the estuary wall, at intersection of three paths, used by people making a circular 
walk around the green space. This section lacks a shoreline accessible to people, due to a sea 

wall separating the raised, mown grassland and the mudflats of the estuary. 

Alver Valley 

5 
North 

West Car 
Park 

Survey point selected to target access off Cherque Way from the car park and roundabout. 
The point is located on the main path into the site on a hard-surfaced path by the wooden 
carved Alver Valley Country Park sign. This allows counts of those entering/leaving the site 

from the car park (either on foot or by park) and from the entrance point directly to the 
north. 

6 
Apple 

Dumpling 
Bridge 

Survey point located on the Apple Dumpling Bridge to capture any traffic heading in either 
direction over the key crossing point. (There is an occasional issue with flooding at the bridge 

and surveys were adjusted to try to avoid this.)  
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2.4 At each survey point counts of visitors were made and a random sample of visitors 

interviewed. Survey points were selected to ensure reasonable coverage of all the main 

access points onto each site, ensuring that most visitors could be counted and a 

reasonable sample of visitors interviewed. 

2.5 Fieldwork was conducted between the 10th and 26th of January 2015 (Table 2). The 

survey methodology is well established by Footprint Ecology, and is based upon on the 

Thames Basin SPA surveys (Fearnley & Liley 2012) and has been used in other SANG 

surveys. The standardised methodology involves each survey point surveyed on a 

weekday and a weekend day. Survey effort was split into two-hour survey sessions 

undertaken on each survey day (between the times of 07:30-09:30; 10:00-12:00; 12:30-

14:30 and 15:00-17:00). During the last session, on particularly overcast days, surveyors 

avoided approaching anyone for an interview if it was becoming dark, but counts always 

continued to the end of the session.  

2.6 While attempts were made to avoid adverse weather conditions, the general weather 

pattern during January was cool to cold, showery and breezy with occasional strong, 

cold winds. Four of the twelve survey days were completely dry with no rain, while just 

over half (65%) of individual survey sessions were dry. Survey point four (Fareham 

Creek) on the weekday (12/01/2015) recorded the most rain; with rain at least 50% of 

the time during all survey sessions. All survey points had at least three survey periods 

with no rain. Just over half of the survey days were overcast with cloud cover at 60% 

across the survey. On individual days there was considerable variation, but considering 

averages across survey points there was between 51% to 93% cloud cover.  

Table 2: The dates of surveying (weekday and weekend shown separately), for each full day of tally counts 

and interviews at each surveying point.  

 Survey location Survey point Weekday visit date Weekend visit date 

Coastal Sites 

Hill Head Coast (1) 1 23/01/2015 25/01/2015 

Titchfield Haven (2) 2 15/01/2015 17/01/2015 

Stokes Bay (3) 3 16/01/2015 18/01/2015 

Fareham Creek (4) 4 12/01/2015 10/01/2015 

Alver Valley 
Country Park 

North West Car Park (5) 5 16/01/2015 11/01/2015 

Apple Dumpling Bridge (6) 6 26/01/2015 24/01/2015 

 

2.7 During the study, a large container ship ran aground in the Solent estuary2. The ship was 

beached for several weeks at different locations as attempts were made to refloat it. 

This would have affected visitor surveys, as the ship had widespread media coverage 

and many local people were visiting the coast to see it. As such we adjusted several 

survey dates at the last moment, depending on the current location of the vessel. On 

some survey dates at certain survey locations the ship was still visible; however the 

adjustments in dates meant these were not the best viewing locations  

                                                             

2
 1.1 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-hampshire-30677320 
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2.8 At the Alver Valley the Apple Dumpling Bridge was partially under water during January 

due to issues regarding the outfall at Stokes Bay being blocked by shingle3. Survey dates 

were adjusted to allow for this; however when the survey was conducted at this 

location there was still standing water around the bridge (wellington boots were 

required to pass through). The surveyor adjusted the survey point accordingly, moving 

the interview location out of the floodwaters to the eastern side of the river. This 

allowed the surveyor to interview those coming from the main car park on the eastern 

edge of the site. The surveyor was able to interview and count the number of people 

approaching the bridge, but did not pass (due to unsuitable footwear). 

2.9 During each two hour period the surveyor collected two sets of data, 1) a tally of visitors 

and their dogs entering and leaving the site and 2) interview data from the face to face 

questionnaires.  

2.10 Tally data counted separately the numbers of; groups, minors (people appearing under 

18), dogs and all people. Tallies were tailored to individual survey points, ensuring a 

repeatable count of people could be undertaken. At the Alver Valley North West Car 

Park, the counts included the numbers of people entering or leaving through two access 

points. While on the Apple Dumpling Bridge, counts include the number of people 

passing the bridge heading east and separately heading west. As the bridge was 

flooded, counts included the number of people approaching from the east, but unable 

to pass. On coastal sites, with no discrete access point, counts are of the number of 

people passing the surveying rather than entering/leaving the site. Tally totals give 

‘footfall’ but they do not account for individuals, for example if the same person passed 

on the same survey days, then they would be counted twice. 

2.11 Interviews were conducted on a random sample of visitors. Randomisation was ensured 

by approaching the next available person seen (if not already interviewing). In the 

interviews only one person within a group was interviewed and no unaccompanied 

minors were approached. The questionnaire was conducted on a tablet, with all visitor 

information, including interactive site maps entered into the tablet on site. The tally 

data and site details were recorded separately on paper. The questionnaire (see 

Appendix 1) collected the following details from interviewed visitors: 

 Transport used to reach the site 

 Activities undertaken, duration of visit and frequency of visit 

 Visitor profile (e.g. age, sex, reasons for visiting)  

 Home postcode and whether a local resident or visiting tourist 

 Other locations frequented by visitors and why 

 Route travelled on site 

 The names of other local sites visited by interviewed group 

 Tailored questions relevant to their activities, awareness and responses to 

site/visitor management at both the coastal sites and the Alver Valley 

                                                             

3
 The Environment Agency, working with the Eastern Solent Coastal Partnership and the Borough Council, are 

currently considering a long term solution to this issue. 
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Visitor routes and postcodes 

2.12 Information on the areas used by visitors within the Alver Valley and along the coast 

was obtained during the interviews. The surveyor asked the interviewee about their 

route assisted with an interactive map, displayed within the questionnaire on the 

tablet. The areas used by the interviewee are selected on the interactive map and can 

be confirmed by using set statements based upon key features (e.g. “did you get as far 

as this fork in the path?” ”Did you get as far as the beach huts?”). Responses from these 

maps are stored within the interview software along with all other responses. These can 

then be visualised as compartment polygons using mapping software QGIS 2.6.1-

Brighton. 

2.13 The home postcode data were used to determine the distance between an 

interviewee’s home and the survey location. Postcodes from the interview data were 

geocoded using GIS to the nearest postal address to the centroid of the postcode area 

(with 1m accuracy) using a reference file that originated from Postzon and code point 

using Royal Mail Postcode Address File and Ordnance Survey Open data4. The linear 

distance between the postcode and the survey location was then extracted for all 

postcodes using QGIS 2.6.1-Brighton 

  

                                                             

4
 Includes Ordnance survey geocoded postcodes up to February 2015. 
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3. Survey Results 

Tally Data 

3.1 Tallies recorded a total of 2,190 people (and 238 minors), in 1,311 groups, with 1,254 

dogs (Figure 3). These represent minimum totals of the people entering the site during 

the survey periods. Figure 1 shows these counts were very different between survey 

points. Particularly busy points were Hill Head Coast, Stokes Bay and the Apple 

Dumpling Bridge. While the other three locations were much quieter, with less than half 

the number of people (Figure 3). Counts of the number of people were statistically 

significant from the average (χ2= 799.4, df= 5, p<0.001).  

3.2 The mean group size recorded was 1.7 people per group and this remained very similar 

on coastal sites and the Alver Valley (1.65 and 1.72 respectively). At individual survey 

points, group size was very similar, with only a slightly lower value at Fareham Creek 

(1.15 people per group). Across all sites the mean number of dogs per person was 0.6 

dogs per person; however between sites this was highly variable. Using the mean 

number of dogs per person from each survey period a one-way ANOVA (Analysis of 

Variance; to statistical test for differences between groups) shows these differences 

were significant between sites (R²=53.88, df=5, p=0.001). Those which were significantly 

different from the each other were at Fareham Creek, (higher than average, 1.2 dogs 

per person), and Titchfield Haven (lower than average 0.2 dogs per person) (Tukeys post 

hoc test).  

 

Figure 1: The total number of groups, people, dogs and minors recorded at the survey points. 
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Table 3: Summary of the tally data for the six survey locations. Data are people passing at both coastal and 

Alver Valley sites.  

Site Name (Survey Point) 
Number of 

people 
Number 
of dogs 

Mean 
people per 

group 

Mean dogs per 
person 

Mean people 
per hour 

Hill Head Coast (1) 586 244 1.74 0.4 36.6 

Titchfield Haven (2) 219 49 1.84 0.2 13.7 

Stokes Bay (3) 544 335 1.57 0.6 34.0 

Fareham Creek (4) 70 82 1.15 1.2 4.4 

AV: North West Car Park (5) 160 115 1.52 0.7 10.0 

AV: Apple Dumpling Bridge (6) 611 429 1.78 0.7 38.2 

Total 2190 1254 1.67 0.6 22.8 

 
3.4 Sites were busier at weekends than weekdays, with the number of groups and people 

greater on weekends at all survey points (Figure 2). On average, across all sites the 

number of people counted increased by 120% at weekends compared to weekdays. 

Fareham Creek had the smallest increase in the number of visitors; a 33% increase at 

weekends from the weekday count. The highest increase was at Titchfield Haven with a 

286% increase in people counted compared to the weekday. The number of dogs at 

weekends was greater than on weekdays at all sites, except Hill Head Coast. At all sites 

the number of dogs increased by 30% on weekdays compared to weekends, less than 

the increase in people. However at Titchfield Haven, which has relatively low counts of 

dogs as a whole, the number of dogs increased greatly, by 290% compared to during 

the week (Figure 2). Also of note is that at Fareham Creek the number of dogs recorded 

was greater than the number of people on weekdays and weekends. 

3.5 Tally data shows most people visited in the early afternoon survey period (between 

12:30-14:30) on both weekdays and weekends. However, across the day the peak in the 

number of people counted varied between sites (Figure 3). Weekends showed the 

largest peak in the number of people counted. However at Fareham Creek and the Alver 

Valley North West Car Park the peak was less apparent and numbers of people much 

more consistent throughout the day. Both these sites have comparable numbers of 

people recorded on the weekday to Titchfield Haven, but do not show the same peak at 

the weekend. 
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Figure 2: Tally data, number of people and dogs recorded at survey points on weekdays and weekends. 

 
Figure 3: Number of people recorded at each of the survey points, shown for weekday and weekend and 

across the day.  
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Table 4: Tally data; the total number of people, groups and dogs recorded during counts. 

 

Weekday Weekend 

Total 07:30-
09:30 

10:00-
12:00 

12:30-
14:30 

15:00-
17:00 

07:30-
09:30 

10:00-
12:00 

12:30-
14:30 

15:00-
17:00 

Hill Head Coast (1)         
 

Number of groups 21 44 42 35 21 69 59 45 336 

Number of people 25 64 60 56 31 138 127 85 586 

Number of dogs 19 42 30 33 9 44 42 25 244 

Titchfield Haven (2) 
         

Number of groups 3 12 9 6 7 22 36 24 119 

Number of people 3 17 15 10 9 48 70 47 219 

Number of dogs 1 5 1 3 1 14 9 15 49 

Stokes Bay (3) 
         

Number of groups 37 30 36 33 37 56 72 45 346 

Number of people 41 44 51 44 47 90 147 80 544 

Number of dogs 43 37 30 21 58 49 67 30 335 

Fareham Creek (4) 
         

Number of groups 4 9 8 7 5 6 8 14 61 

Number of people 5 9 8 8 6 6 12 16 70 

Number of dogs 5 9 14 9 6 5 18 16 82 

AV: North West Car Park (5) 
         

Number of groups 9 13 12 12 13 17 18 11 105 

Number of people 9 15 17 18 18 27 37 19 160 

Number of dogs 13 15 10 14 14 19 20 10 115 

AV: Apple Dumpling Bridge (6) 
         

Number of groups 32 36 38 28 35 65 54 56 344 

Number of people 37 42 49 37 54 135 130 127 611 

Number of dogs 60 51 42 39 59 65 56 57 429 

Total number of groups 106 144 145 121 118 235 247 195 1311 

Total number of people 120 191 200 173 165 444 523 374 2190 

Total number of dogs 141 159 127 119 147 196 212 153 1254 
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Summary of interviews conducted 

3.6 In total, 334 interviews were conducted at the six survey locations (Table 5). Accounting 

for group size (i.e. including people accompanying the interviewee) the interviews 

reflect the access patterns of some 515 people, approximately one quarter of the 

number of people counted from tallies. At the Alver Valley, there were a similar number 

of interviews conducted between the two survey points; despite large differences in the 

number of people counted during at the two Alver Valley survey points, we achieved 

similar numbers of interviews. However on the coastal sites, there were a larger 

proportion conducted at Stokes Bay and a much smaller proportion at Fareham Creek. 

Stokes Bay was a particularly busy site. Over the two days of interviews the surveyor 

achieved near to the maximum number possible. As expected at quieter survey 

locations the number of interviews as percentage of the number of people counted was 

much higher compared to busy sites (note this is an approximation as interviewees 

were conducted an individual or an individual from a group). 

3.7 In total 63 people refused to be interviewed (Table 5), resulting in a relatively high 

refusal rate (19% of the total number of interviews). This is most likely due to poor 

weather in the winter months and the reduced daylight hours. 

Table 5: The number of people counted at sites, percentage of these interviewed and the number of 

interviews and refusals at the six survey points. 

Survey location name 
(Survey point number) 

Total number 
of people 
counted 

Percentage of people 
counted which were 

interviewed 

Number of 
refusals 

Number of interviews 
(percentage of 

interviews from 
subtotals) 

Hill Head Coast (1) 586 10.9 7 64 (29%) 

Titchfield Haven (2) 219 20.1 18 44 (20%) 

Stokes Bay (3) 544 15.1 33 82 (37%) 

Fareham Creek (4) 70 44.3 1 31 (14%) 

Coastal sites subtotal 1,419 15.6 59 221 (100%) 

AV: North West Car Park (5) 160 31.3 2 50 (44%) 

AV: Apple Dumpling Bridge (6) 611 10.3 2 63 (56%) 

Alver Valley subtotal 771 14.7 4 113 (100%) 

Total 2,190 15.3 63 334 
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Visitor specifics 

3.9 Visitor surveys aim to understand the types of visitors recorded at sites and how these 

differed between sites. Interviews start by gaining some basic information on the 

visitor’s profile, such as the nature of their visit and how often they visit.  

Group Size 

3.10 The number of people in each group (i.e. person interviewed, plus any others in party) 

ranged from one to twelve (Table 6). Overall, the majority of interviews were conducted 

with a single person, visiting the site alone (59%), however, at Hill Head Coast and 

Titchfield Haven the most common group size was two individuals.  

Table 6: Group size (number of individuals) in each interview conducted at the survey sites. The percentage 

composition of the class at each site is shown in brackets. Largest group size class is shown in bold.  

 
Number of individuals per interviewed group 

Total 
1 2 3 4 5 6 >6 

Hill Head Coast (1) 29 (45) 30 (47) 1 (2) 2 (3)  1 (2) 1 (2) 64 

Titchfield Haven (2) 17 (39) 27 (61)      44 

Stokes Bay (3) 54 (66) 25 (30) 2 (2) 1 (1)    82 

Fareham Creek (4) 23 (74) 8 (26)      31 

AV: North West Car 
Park (5) 

33 (66) 14 (28) 3 (6)     50 

AV: Apple Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

40 (63) 16 (25) 3 (5) 2 (3) 1 (2)  1 (2) 63 

Total 196 (59) 120 (36) 9 (3) 5 (1) 1 (0) 1 (0) 2 (1) 334 

Visit type 

3.11 Of the 334 interviewees, 328 (98%) were on a short / day trip out and visiting from 

home. Of the remaining visitors, five were on holiday or on short trip having stayed with 

friends or family, and one individual was working locally.  

Visit frequency 

3.12 On average most visitors (31%; 102 respondents) are frequent visitors to the sites, who 

visit daily (Figure 4, Table 7). Furthermore just over three quarters of interviewees (78 

%) visit sites at least once a week or more frequently. The largest number of daily 

visitors was recorded at Stokes Bay, with 29 people; however the largest proportion 

was at Fareham Creek (61% of interviewees). Furthermore, Fareham Creek was 

significantly different in the proportions observed for each visit frequency class 

compared to the averaged proportions across all sites (Χ2=96.865, df= 6, p < 0.001). The 

only other significantly different site was Titchfield Haven (Χ2=61.036, df= 6, p < 0.001), 

where very few interviewees visited most days. No interviewees responded they visited 

daily, and the highest proportion of interviewees who visit only once a month (6 

interviewees, 14%) or less than once a month (also 14%; Table 7) were recorded.  
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Figure 4: The frequency of visit to each site reported from interviews. Data from Q7 and Q8. 

3.13 In general, those interviewees who gave dog walking as their main activity tended to be 

frequent visitors (visiting “daily” or “most days”) (Table 7). However, there was some 

variation between sites, with Fareham Creek and the North West Car Park at Alver 

Valley showing little difference in the proportions between dog walkers and other 

visitors. 
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Table 7: Frequency of visits to the site, shown as a percentage of all interviews at each survey site. Results 

using all interviews are presented and separately for those who gave their current activity as dog walking. 

Cells in bold highlight the largest value or values for each survey point. Data from Q7 and Q8. 

 
Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven 

(2) 

Stokes 
Bay (3) 

Fareham 
Creek (4) 

AV: 
North 

West Car 
Park (5) 

AV: 
Apple 

Dumpling 
Bridge 

(6) 

Total 

 All interviews (% of interviewees) 

Daily 33 0 35 61 24 33 31 

Most days  22 9 15 26 20 25 19 

1 to 3 times a week  23 34 29 13 28 33 28 

2 to 3 times per month  9 23 6 0 6 3 8 

Once a month 3 14 5 0 10 0 5 

Less than once a month  5 14 4 0 6 3 5 

First visit 5 7 6 0 6 2 4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 Dog walkers only (% of interviewees) 

Daily 38 0 43 62 27 38 38 

Most days  28 27 15 28 22 29 24 

1 to 3 times a week  28 18 32 10 31 30 27 

2 to 3 times per month  0 27 5 0 4 2 4 

Once a month  3 9 0 0 11 0 3 

Less than once a month  0 9 5 0 4 0 3 

First visit 3 9 0 0 0 2 1 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

Transport 

3.14 The modes of transport used by visitors were almost all either by car or on foot; 

however the proportion of these was very different at the different survey points (Table 

8). At the Alver Valley approximately three quarters of interviewees arrived by car, with 

a slightly greater proportion of visitors interviewed at the Apple Dumpling Bridge having 

arrived by car (81%) compared to the North West Car Park (71%). At the coastal sites 

there were greater differences between survey points. The largest proportion of visitors 

on foot was recorded at Fareham Creek (90% of interviewees). Conversely the largest 

proportion of interviewees arriving by car was at Titchfield Haven (75%). While at Hill 

Head Coast and Stokes Bay the percentages were roughly equal.  
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Table 8: The number of interviewees who arrived by different modes of transport at each site. The 

percentage composition of these within each site is provided in brackets and highest value for each site 

shown in bold. Data from Q12. 

 
Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes Bay 
(3) 

Fareham 
Creek (4) 

AV: North 
West Car 
Park (5) 

AV: Apple 
Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

Total 

On foot 33 (52) 11 (25) 35 (43) 28 (90) 14 (28) 11 (17) 132 (40) 

Car / van 31 (48) 33 (75) 47 (57) 3 (10) 36 (72) 51 (81) 201 (60) 

Bicycle      1 (2) 1 (0) 

Total 64 (100) 44 (100) 82 (100) 31 (100) 50 (100) 63 (100) 334 (100) 

 

Duration of visit 

3.15 Sites were quite similar in the interviewee’s duration of visit. Overall, just over half of 

interviewees responded that their visit would last 30 to 60 minutes (58%), and around 

one in three (31%) said there visit lasted 1 to 2 hours (Figure 5). This pattern was largely 

consistent between sites, with one exception, that at Fareham Creek many people (29% 

of interviewees) were on a very short visit of less than 30 minutes, due to the size of 

this site.   
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Figure 5: The duration of visit recorded from interviewees at each of the survey sites. Numbers in brackets 
after each time category shows the number of interviewees. Data from Q5 and Q6. 
 
 

 
Figure 6: The length of time interviewees has been visiting the survey site for each of the survey locations. 

The values shown are as a percentage of all interviews conducted at the survey location. Data from Q4. 
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Length of time visiting 

3.16 Interviewees were asked to give an approximate length of time they had been visiting 

the site for. The interviews show this was very different at the different types of site 

(Figure 6). At the more sandy, coastal sites (Hill Head Coast, Titchfield Haven and Stokes 

Bay) most had visited the survey site for a long time, with approximately two thirds of 

people (64-67%) having visited for 10 years or more. While at the estuary site of 

Fareham Creek just under half (42%) had visited for 10 years or more. The two survey 

points at the Alver Valley were very similar and interviewee’s responses were more 

evenly spread across responses. Similar numbers of interviewees had been visiting for 

more than 10 years as had been visiting for one to three years, three to five years and 

five to ten years (Figure 6). At the Alver Valley the lowest proportion of had been 

visiting for 10 years or more, approximately a quarter of interviewees (26-27%). This is 

unsurprising given the recent restoration of part of the site from a quarry and 

subsequent landfill, increased access, publicity and a large increase in the number of 

dwellings adjacent to, or in close proximity, to the site (c.2000 new dwellings). 

3.17 To those who had been visiting the site more than three years, the surveyor asked if the 

interviewee felt their number of visits had changed since 2011. The largest proportion 

of interviewees responding that their visits had increased was at the Alver Valley (Figure 

7). Approximately half suggested their visits had increased, with the remainder mostly 

suggesting their visit frequency had not changed. 

 

Figure 7: The percentage of interviewees who provided a response in answer to whether the number of 

visits to the current site had changed. Data from Q24. 

 

Activities 

3.18 Interviewees were asked to provide the single, main activity which they were currently 

undertaking at the site. The most frequent main activities reported at sites were dog 
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walking and walking (Table 9). Instances of other activities were from very few 

individuals and often very site specific (e.g. bird watching or boating).  

3.19 At the Alver Valley, at both survey points, virtually all interviewees were dog walking 

(92% at both survey points), but at the coastal sites this percentage was much more 

variable. The four coastal sites surveyed show a gradient in the proportion of dog 

walkers to other activities. At Fareham Creek, much like at the Alver Valley, the site is 

dominated by dog walkers (94% of interviewees). Conversely, the lowest proportion of 

dog walkers was reported at Titchfield Haven, just one quarter of interviewees (25%). 

The percentages of dog walkers at other sites lie evenly between these extremes, with 

half of interviewees recorded as dog walking at Hill Head Coast and three quarters at 

Stokes Bay. 

Table 9 Summary of the activities recorded at each site. The numbers of interviewees are shown, with 

percentage for each activity shown in brackets. Most frequent answer at each site is highlighted in bold. 

Data from Q3. 

 
Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes Bay 
(3) 

Fareham 
Creek (4) 

AV: North 
West Car 
Park (5) 

AV: Apple 
Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

Dog walking 32 (50) 11 (25) 60 (73) 29 (94) 46 (92) 58 (92) 

Walking 29 (45) 28 (64) 20 (24) 0 3 (6) 0 

Jogging / power 
walking 

1 (2) 1 (2) 1 (1) 0 0 0 

Outing with family 
/ picnicking 

2 (3) 0 0 0 0 2 (3) 

Wildlife / bird 
watching 

0 4 (9) 1 (1) 0 0 0 

Fishing 0 0 0 0 0 1 (2) 

Watersports/ 
boating 

0 0 0 1 (3) 0 0 

Geocaching 0 0 0 0 1 (2) 2 (3) 

Grand Total 64 (100) 44 (100) 82 (100) 31 (100) 50 (100) 63 (100) 

 

3.20 During the interview the surveyor recorded the number of dogs in the interviewing 

group and the number of dogs off lead (Table 10). The proportions of dogs off-lead was 

highest at the site where the number of dogs was lowest, Titchfield Haven, where all 

dogs observed were off-lead.  

Table 10: The number of dogs recorded during interviews and the proportion of dogs off lead at each survey 

point. 

Row Labels 
Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes 
Bay (3) 

Fareham 
Creek (4) 

AV: North 
West Car 
Park (5) 

AV: Apple 
Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

Total 

Number of dogs 49 14 80 48 55 105 351 

Proportion of 
dogs off lead 

53 100 91 94 58 62 73 
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Current Site Choice 

3.21 A large number of factors may influence a visitor’s site choice and therefore 

interviewees were asked to provide their reasons for visiting the current site specifically 

for their current activity. Interviewees were asked to provide all reasons and then to 

select a single main reason. This gives a single “main reason” for each interviewee and a 

variable number of “other reasons”.  

3.22 Across all sites the most common main reason given by interviews for visiting the 

current site was that it was “close to home” (Table 11). The percentage of interviewees 

giving this response varied between sites, with over half of the interviewees giving this 

reason at Fareham Creek (65%) and Hill Head Coast (59%). Other main reasons, were 

more site specific; at sites with a high proportion of dog walkers, reasons relating to 

dogs (e.g. “nearest place to let dog safely off lead” and “good for dog/dog enjoys it”), 

featured highly. At almost all sites many interviewees suggested “scenery/variety of 

views” was their main reason for visiting the site; the only site where this was not 

mentioned was the Apple Dumpling Bridge. At Titchfield Haven the reason of “particular 

wildlife interest” featured higher than at any other site. These main reasons are largely 

identical when considering only dog walkers (Table 12). Only changes in the top three 

ranked reasons were at Titchfield Haven, where reasons related to “wildlife interest” 

are lost, but factor such as “Close to home”, “Rural feel”, “Habit/Familiarity”, “Presence 

of Facilities” were joint third rank (all 9% of dog walkers at the site).  At the Alver Valley, 

‘Sense of Space’, was a response that came out in the free text/other reasons and was 

the second most common response for interviewees at the Apple Dumpling Bridge.  
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Table 11: Top three ranked main reasons and other reasons affecting the choice of the current site, shown 

per survey point. Main reasons were a single choice, but as other reasons were a multiple choice, each 

reason is weighted by the number of reasons given. Numbers show the percentage of interviewees giving 

the factor as a response at each site. Reasons given by less than 5% of interviewees at the site are not 

shown. Data from Q23.   

Rank 
Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes Bay (3) 
Fareham 
Creek (4) 

AV: North 
West Car Park 

(5) 

AV: Apple Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

Main reasons 

1 
Close to 

home (59) 
Close to 

home (20) 
Close to home 

(36) 
Close to 

home (65) 
Close to home 

(34) 
Close to home (27) 

2 
Near coast / 
water (13) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (11) 

Scenery / variety 
of views (15) 

Good for 
dog/dog 

enjoys it (16) 

Good for 
dog/dog 

enjoys it (24) 
Sense of space(10) 

3 
Quick & easy 
travel route 

(6) 

Particular 
wildlife 

interest (11) 

Good for 
dog/dog enjoys 

it (9) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (6) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (14) 

Closest place to let 
dog safely off lead 

(8) 

Other reasons 

1 
Scenery / 
variety of 
views (20) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (6) 

Close to home 
(10) 

Good for 
dog / dog 

enjoys it (21) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (17) 

Ability to let dog off 
lead (15) 

2 
Near coast / 
water (17) 

Habit / 
familiarity (6) 

Scenery / variety 
of views (9) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (9) 

Good for dog / 
dog enjoys it 

(12) 

Good for dog / dog 
enjoys it (14) 

3 
Habit / 

familiarity 
(10) 

 

Suitability in 
weather + Good 

for dog / dog 
enjoys it (6) 

Close to 
home (9) 

Particular 
wildlife 

interest (7 

Closest place to let 
dog safely off lead 

(13) 

Table 12: Top three ranked main reasons and affecting the choice of the current site, shown per survey point 

considering dog walkers only. Numbers show the percentage of interviewees giving the factor as a response 

at each site. Joint ranking reasons are italicised. Data from Q23.   

Rank 
Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes Bay (3) 
Fareham 
Creek (4) 

AV: North 
West Car Park 

(5) 

AV: Apple Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

Main reasons 

1 
Close to 

home (66) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (18) 

Close to home 
(40) 

Close to 
home (66) 

Close to home 
(36) 

Close to home (25) 

2 Near coast / 
water (6), 

Quick & easy 
travel route 

(6) 

Good for 
dog/dog 

enjoys it (18) 

Scenery / variety 
of views (18) 

Good for 
dog/dog 

enjoys it (17) 

Good for 
dog/dog 

enjoys it (24) 
Open space(11) 

3 

Close to 
home , Rural 
feel, Habit, 
Facilities (9) 

Good for 
dog/dog enjoys 

it (12) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (7) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (16) 

Closest place to let 
dog safely off lead 

(9) 

 

3.23 Other reasons given at the sites show a similar pattern. Scenery was an important 

consideration at all sites, with the exception of the Apple Dumpling Bridge; instead at 

this site the top three reasons all related to dogs. 

3.24 The beached container ship was only given as a contributing reason for nine 

interviewees at Titchfield Haven, Stokes Bay and Hill Head Coast. Most interviewees 
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suggesting this reason was a factor were infrequent or occasional visitors, visiting once 

of month to a few times a month. 

Alternative Site Choice 

3.25 As part of understanding why people visit the survey sites, it is important to know what 

other sites they visit, to understand the type of visitor. Therefore interviewees were 

asked to provide the names of other sites which they would use if they could not have 

visited the current survey site for their current activity (Table 13 and Figure 8). Site 

names can be difficult to interpret as some interviewees will refer to the same sites by 

different names, and names given sometimes relate to specific sites or wide areas (e.g. 

“the coast”). Furthermore, when sites such as “Titchfield” and “Lee-on-the-Solent” are 

given it is hard to know the specific location being referred to and whether these refer 

to coastal or inland areas. In the data shown we have retained the names given by the 

interviewees.  

3.26 A total of 268 interviews gave an alternative site; the remaining interviewees (20% of all 

interviewees) did not, or could not, name an alternative. Table 13 shows the top three 

sites named at each survey point. Browndown was by far the most commonly named 

site and was named by interviewees across all the survey sites. However there was no 

alternative site which was consistently named at all the survey locations, suggesting 

differences between the survey points. 

3.27 At all sites these top three locations are often in very close proximity, usually within the 

Gosport peninsula, and with considerable overlap between the other sites surveyed. 

However, at Hill Head Coast and Titchfield Haven the alternative sites named cover a 

wider geographic area.  

3.28 At three of the four coastal sites the Alver Valley was stated as an alternative site, the 

exception to this was Fareham Creek. At Hill Head Coast and Titchfield Haven 8% of 

interviewees providing an alternative site responded with the Alver Valley. While at 

Stokes Bay this was just 2%. 

3.29 Interestingly at the two Alver Valley survey points, almost all of the top three ranked 

alternative sites were coastal locations (but outside the SPA). This would suggest 

visitors would visit the coast if the Alver Valley was not available. Conversely at the 

coastal sites, alternative site choices did feature many inland areas, including local parks 

or towns suggesting these people would use non-coastal sites. 

3.30 Question 27 specifically asked interviewees to name a single alternative location they 

would have visited that day if they had not used the one where interviewed. The 

percentage of interviewees which named alternative sites located in the SPA varied 

considerably between sites. Highest percentage was at Titchfield Haven with 43% of 

interviewees naming alternative sites in the SPA. At all other coastal survey points the 

percentage of those that would have visited an SPA location were much lower, ranked 

as follows; Hill Head Coast (19%), Fareham Creek (16%) and Stokes Bay (10%). This 

percentage was lowest at the Alver Valley with 8% of interviewees naming SPA 

locations at both survey points.  
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Table 13: Top three ranked alternative site choices provided by interviewees at each survey point. Numbers 

in brackets next to alternative locations show the number of interviewees. Data from Q27. 

Rank 
Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes Bay (3) 
Fareham 
Creek (4) 

AV: North 
West Car Park 

(5) 

AV: Apple 
Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

1 
Stubbington 

park (8) 
Warsash (4) 

Lee-on-the-
Solent (6) 

Wickham (5) 
Browndown 

(9) 
Gilkicker (15) 

2 
Lee-on-the-
Solent (5) 

Titchfield 
Haven 

[inland] (3) 

Stanley park 
(5) 

Cams Hill (4) 
Lee-on-the-

Solent beach 
(7) 

Stokes bay 
(10) 

3 
Titchfield 
Haven (5) 

7 other sites 
ranked 3rd (2) 

Gosport park 
(5) 

Stokes bay (2) Stokes bay (6) 
Forest of Bere 

(7) 

 

 

Figure 8: Alternative site choices of interviewees for the 20 most commonly reported sites (given as an 

answer by four or more interviewees), shown per survey site. The percentage of interviewees is calculated 

per survey site.  

Reasons for alternative choice 

3.31 Interviewees were asked about their reasons for choosing the other sites. Interviewees 

were asked to provide all reasons and then decide upon a single main reason. The top 

three ranked main and other reasons for choosing the alternative sites are summarised 

in Table 14. Being close to home was ranked in the top three at all survey points, but 

only ranked top at Hill Head Coast, Titchfield Haven, Stokes Bay and the Alver Valley 

North West Car Park. At these locations between 24-39% of interviewees gave this main 

reason, while at the other locations this was only 10% of interviewees. 

3.32 Other reasons given by interviewees were less common, but frequently include factors 

relating to dogs or to scenery or a having a general variety in their choice of sites. 
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Table 14: Top three ranked main reasons and other reasons affecting the choice of the alternative site, 

shown per survey point. Main reasons were a single choice, and other reasons a multiple choice. Numbers 

show the percentage of interviewees giving the factor as a response at each site. Reasons given by less than 

1% of interviewees at the site are not shown and those ranked equally shown in italics. Data from Q30. 

Rank 
Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes Bay (3) 
Fareham 
Creek (4) 

AV: North 
West Car Park 

(5) 

AV: Apple 
Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

Main reason (single choice) 

1 
Close to home 

(39) 
Close to home 

(27) 
Close to home 

(24) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (19) 

Close to home 
(28) 

Variety (33) 

2 Variety (22) Variety (19) Variety (22) 
Close to home 

(10) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (22) 

Near coast / 
water (14) 

3 
Scenery / 
variety of 
views (8) 

Suitability in 
weather (9)  

Wildlife 
interest (9) 

Suitability in 
weather (9) 

Good for dog / 
dog enjoys it 

(6) 

Good for dog / 
dog enjoys it 

(8) 

Close to home 
(10) 

Other reasons (multiple choices) 

1 
Scenery / 
variety of 
views (10) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (6) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (6) 

Good for dog / 
dog enjoys it 

(8) 

Good for dog / 
dog enjoys it 

(11) 

Habit / 
familiarity (14) 

2 
Habit / 

familiarity (9) 
Refreshments 
/ cafe/ pub (9) 
Quick & easy 
travel route 

(9) 

Variety (2) Variety (3) Variety (6) 
Less muddy 

(10) 
Near coast / 
water (12) 

3  
Choice of 
routes (2) 

Ability to let 
dog off lead 

(3) 

Scenery / 
variety of 
views (7) 

Close to home 
(11) 
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Routes within sites 

3.33 To understand the usage at the sites and the distance individuals travelled along the 

coastline and within the Alver Valley, the areas were divided into small discrete 

compartments. These compartments were defined by set references points, and 

interviewees were asked which compartments of the site or coastline they had visited 

today. 

Coastal Sites 

3.34 Map 3 shows the compartments for the coastal sites and the percentage of 

interviewees occurring in each compartment. Visitors at Hill Head Coast and Stokes Bay 

generally took long walks (Map 3, Table 4). Given that the survey points were along a 

linear section of the coast, it might be expected that interviewees would use the shore 

in both directions along the coast in roughly equal proportions. However at Stokes Bay 

more people headed south east than expected, with 71% of people travelling to the 

Gilkicker Fort and 32% continuing past the Fort. While at Hill Head Coast more visitors 

headed north west to the Meon Harbour than headed towards the Lee-on-the-Solent. 

This also is reflective of the lack of many interviewees from the Lee-on-the-Solent (as 

shown by postcode data). Fareham Creek shows the most even distribution, with 

visitors spread equally across the shoreline; however the distances covered are much 

smaller. 

3.35 Differences between dog walkers and non-dog walkers are indicated from the graphs on 

Map 4. The difference between the two groups is greatest at Titchfield Haven where 

most visitors peaked close to the survey point with very few travelling far along the 

shoreline. However the graph shows the spread of dog walkers was much more even, 

suggesting they travel greater distances along the shore. 

Table 15: The estimated length of coastline (km) which interviewees interacted with at the four coastal sites. 

The percentage of interviewees. 

Percentage of 
interviewees 

Hill Head Coast 
(1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes Bay (3) 
Fareham Creek 

(4) 

50% 1.51 0.78 1.43 0.58 

25% 2.15 2.01 2.31 0.74 

10% 3.17 2.01 3.11 0.956 

 

Alver Valley 

3.36 Comparison of site usage between the two survey points on the Alver Valley appears 

very different (Map 5). At the North West Car Park interviewees travelled very short 

distances into the site (Table 16). Areas used were mostly in the immediate vicinity of 

the survey point and areas to the south. By measuring the area of each of our 

compartments we estimated the percentage of the site used by interviewees. It was 

estimated than half of interviewees only use 7% of the site and this only increases to 

21% of the site with 90% of interviewees. In comparison at Apple Dumpling Bridge, half 

of the interviewees used approximately 30% of the site, with 90% of interviewees using 

72% of the site. 
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3.37 The linear distance moved from the nearest associated entry point to the furthest 

compartment (taken as central point for each compartment) visited was also calculated 

(Table 16). At the North West Car Park half of interviewees moved no further than 460 

meters into the site. Distances at the Apple Dumpling were much greater, with half of 

interviewees moving 1,540 meters. However, linear distances would be very different 

from the actual distances travelled on foot at this location due to the nature of the site, 

with the single river crossing. 

Table 16: Estimated coverage and usage of the Alver Valley by interviewees 

 
Approximate compartments covered 

(hectares) and the percentage of this as a 
site total in brackets  

Linear distance from main entry 
associated with survey point to the 

furthest compartment (km) 

Percentage of 
interviewees 

AV: North West 
Car Park (5) 

AV: Apple Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

AV: North West 
Car Park (5) 

AV: Apple Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

50% 15 (7) 60 (30) 0.46 1.54 

75% 28 (14) 98 (49) 0.88 1.85 

90% 42 (21) 146 (72) 1.19 1.85 
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General visiting patterns 

3.38 The survey also aimed to understand how interviewee’s visits to the current site fitted 

in with their visits to other sites (coastal or inland). Interviewees were asked what 

proportion of their total visits for their current activity were made to the current site 

based around six frequency classes (shown in Table 17 and Figure 9), from virtually all 

(c. 100%) to none (c.0%). Interviewees were asked to then state where the remaining 

proportions of their visits take place; at coastal sites or inland sites, with the surveyor 

trying to ensure the answers they provided totalled 100 percent. Those which did not 

provide an answer were either on their first visit to the site or could not estimate their 

visit frequencies. 

Table 17: Responses to Q26/27, what proportion of weekly visits (for given activity) take place at…. Table 

gives percentage of interviewees with the most common frequency class for each site group is shown in 

bold. Pale grey shading highlights percentages above 10% and dark grey shading above 25%.  

 

Almost 
none 
(c.0%) 

few / less 
than 25% 

under 
half / 25-

49% 

about 
half / 45-

55% 

over half 
/ 50-74% 

most / 
75% or 
more 

virtually 
all take 

place here 
/ 100% 

Hill Head Coast (1) 

This coastal site 0 8 10 16 21 37 10 

Other coastal sites 47 47 6 0 0 0 0 

Inland sites 17 58 14 5 0 6 0 

Titchfield Haven (2) 

This coastal site 0 40 5 20 8 18 10 

Other coastal sites 28 33 21 7 5 5 2 

Inland sites 14 29 29 10 7 12 0 

Stokes Bay (3) 

This coastal site 0 15 7 8 7 19 45 

Other coastal sites 59 22 5 5 3 3 4 

Inland sites 50 32 6 9 1 1 0 

Fareham Creek (4) 

This coastal site 0 0 6 10 3 39 42 

Other coastal sites 48 42 3 3 3 0 0 

Inland sites 81 13 3 0 3 0 0 

AV: North West Car Park (5) 

Alver Valley 0 28 17 9 9 21 17 

Other inland sites 55 16 20 4 2 0 2 

Coastal sites 29 31 18 8 10 4 0 

AV: Apple Dumpling Bridge (6) 

Alver Valley 0 7 15 15 20 33 11 

Other inland sites 41 46 8 0 2 3 0 

Coastal sites 16 63 15 6 0 0 0 
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3.39 The percentage of interviewees in each of the frequency classes for each site group is 

shown in Table 17. This shows the proportion of visits to the current site was variable. 

For example at Stokes Bay and Fareham Creek, site fidelity was high with 45% and 42% 

percent of interviewees respectively visiting only this site for the current activity. 

Lowest site fidelity was at Titchfield Haven with 40% of interviewees making few visits 

(less than 25% of their total visits) to the site, closely followed by the Alver Valley North 

West Car Park where the largest percentage of interviewees make few visits (28%). 

However, at both Alver Valley survey points there was generally an even spread of 

responses, with on average, across both survey points, 14% of interviewees only visiting 

the Alver Valley, while 28% spent most of their visits at the Alver Valley.  

3.40 On the coastal sites, the percentage of interviewees visiting other coastal sites was 

generally highest in the low frequency classes (Table 17). This is also shown in Figure 9, 

which uses the data presented in Table 17, but weights each individual’s choice by the 

visit frequency to the site, to provide a single value for each site type. Interviewees 

usually suggested their visit frequency to inland sites was higher than their use of other 

coastal sites, with the exception of Fareham Creek. While at the Alver Valley the 

frequency of visits to other inland sites was usually lower than their visit frequency to 

coastal sites. 

 

Figure 9: The percentage of visits to the current site, coastal and inland sites. Plot generated by applying 

weights to each interviewee response based on their reported frequency of visits to other sites. Weighting 

of visit classes as follows; “few/less than 25%” - 0.2, “under half/25-44%” - 0.35, “about half/ 45-55%” – 0.5, 

“over half / 56-74%” – 0.65, “most / 75% or more” – 0.8, “virtually all take place here / 100%” – 1.  
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Origin of visitors 

3.41 Of the 334 interviews conducted at survey locations, 330 provided a postcode, and of 

these 328 were full resolution, i.e. correct and georeferenced postcodes.  

3.42 The postcodes provided during interviews from all survey points are shown in Map 6. 

The inset map, Map 6a, plots all postcodes shows some interviewees had travelled large 

distances across Hampshire and as far as Newbury and High Wycombe. However, the 

vast majority of interviewees were local users (Map 6b). Linear distances between the 

postcode and the survey point show that approximately half of interviewees live within 

1.8 km (median value, Table 18). However, though linear distances provide a quick 

estimation of the distance travelled to the site they should be treated with some 

caution. Network road distances would be longer, especially in coastal areas where 

routes are much longer, for example with visitors from Portsmouth unable to travel a 

direct route.  

3.43 Between sites these distances varied greatly, especially for some of the coastal sites 

(Table 18). At Titchfield Haven, the median value shows that half of all the visitors 

travelled 6.2 km to get to the site, much larger than the value across all sites. By 

contrast, at Fareham Creek, a much smaller site, the median distance was only 0.5km. 

At all other survey points distances were fairly similar (between 1.8 and 2.1km). Values 

for the distance travelled by half, and three quarters of interviewees (median and third 

quartile distances) are shown as radiuses around each of the survey points in Map 7. 

This shows that the median distance travelled at each of the coastal sites overlaps with 

median distances on the Alver Valley, with the exception of Fareham Creek.  

3.44 Due to differences in the relative proportion of different activities at sites, the median 

distance from home postcode to survey point could be quite dissimilar when 

considering individual activities (Table 18). For example, at Fareham Creek, due to the 

large number of dog walkers, the median distance did not change when considering the 

distance of only those who gave their activity as dog walking. At all sites, with the 

exception of Stokes Bay and Apple Dumpling Bridge, the median distance travelled by 

dog walkers was less than the all other activities. 

3.45 The home postcodes of interviewees labelled by their activity are shown in Map 8. This 

shows the spread and overlap of residences of site visitors across the Gosport 

peninsula. Interviewees at Hill Head Coast show less overlap with other areas, as 

interviewees were mostly confined to Stubbington within the peninsula. 
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Table 18: Summary of the distances from interviewees home postcode to site entrance at each site. All 

distances are shown in metres. Note that the high median values (for example at Fareham Creek) are a 

reflection of the low sample size.  

Site Name N 
Average 
distance 

Min 
distance 

Median 
distance 

Max 
distance  

Median distance by 
activity 

Dog walking All others 

Hill Head Coast (1) 63 5,468 121 1,769 61,897 1,198 2,721 

Titchfield Haven (2) 43 11,272 692 6,202 63,501 4,368 6,352 

Stokes Bay (3) 79 4,633 599 1,878 52,595 1,926 1,641 

Fareham Creek (4) 31 4,008 202 504 97,221 504 48,744 

AV: North West Car 
Park (5) 

50 2,841 190 2,112 29,392 1,556 4,280 

AV: Apple Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

62 2,208 413 1,875 14,068 1,942 1,875 

Total 328 4,873 121 1,882 97,221 1,559 2,999 

 

Length of time resident in current property 

3.46 Interviewees were also asked questions regarding the age of the property and how long 

they had lived at the property. Across all sites 91% of interviewees lived in a house 

more than 10 years old (Table 19). Comparing the total across all coastal sites to the 

total at both Alver Valley survey points shows the percentage living in a house older 

than 10 years was lowest at the Alver Valley. This is unsurprising given the proportion of 

visitors from nearby new developments (e.g. Cherque Farm estate, 1050 dwellings), 

some of whom certainly utilise the Alver Valley. 

3.47 Interviewees had usually lived at their current address for more than 10 years; 

approximately 56% of interviewees across all sites (Table 20). At all coastal sites 

combined, this was slightly greater (59%) than at the Alver Valley sites combined (50%). 

At some coastal sites, such as Fareham Creek and Stokes Bay many new residents were 

noted. The largest percentage of interviewees resident for less than five years were 

recorded at the Alver Valley (38% at North West Car Park and 36% at Apple Dumpling 

Bridge).  

Table 19: The percentage of respondents to the question “roughly when was the property you live in built?”. 

Data from Q41. 

 
Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes Bay 
(3) 

Fareham 
Creek (4) 

AV: North 
West Car 
Park (5) 

AV: Apple 
Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

Within the 
last 5 years 

3 7 0 3 4 10 

more than5 
to 10 years 

6 5 1 0 6 10 

more than 10 
years 

90 88 99 97 90 81 

n 64 44 82 31 50 63 
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Table 20: The percentage of respondents to the question “how long have you lived at your current 

residence?”. The largest percentage in each age class is highlighted in bold. Data from Q40. 

 

Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes Bay 
(3) 

Fareham 
Creek (4) 

AV: North 
West Car 
Park (5) 

AV: Apple 
Dumpling 
Bridge (6) 

1 year or less 3 5 11 6 12 0 

more than 1 year 
to 3 years 

5 9 14 19 12 21 

more than 3 years 
to 5 years 

8 5 10 6 14 16 

more than 5 years 
to 10 years 

17 2 13 26 10 14 

more than 10 years 67 79 52 42 52 49 

n 64 44 82 31 50 63 
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Site specific questions 

3.48 Surveys were tailored to ask different specific questions at the coastal and Alver Valley 

survey points. On the coastal sites, interviewees were asked questions regarding which 

parts of the coast they walked along, whether their dog was off lead, if they were aware 

of or had visited the Alver Valley and their thoughts on management measures at the 

coast. At the Alver Valley site specific questions related to the interviewees thoughts on 

potential management changes specifically at the Alver Valley Country Park. 

Coastal sites: Potential effects of coastal site management 

3.49 Interviewees at coastal sites were asked to comment on their likely response to changes 

to the management of the coastal site they were visiting. Example changes were stated 

by surveyors and interviewees were asked to respond whether the change would make 

them visit more, less or not change their visit rates. The percentage of interviewees 

responding to each measure, separated by site, is shown in Figure 10.  

3.50 Pooling across all sites shows some measures would be ineffective in specifically 

changing interviewees visit frequency. The presence of a beach warden would largely 

make no change to visitor’s rates of visitation; with 96% of interviewees suggesting this 

would not make a difference and remainder mostly suggesting this would increase their 

visits. There were also similar responses relating to improvements to paths, with 85% 

responding that it would not change their visits and the remainder responding their 

visits would increase. Closing parts of the site for wildlife would also make little change 

to most people (82% responding “no change”), but would decrease visits for 15% of 

interviewees. The largest decrease would likely result from a requirement for dogs to be 

on lead, with 43% of interviewees likely to decrease their visits if this action was 

implemented. However, certain management scenarios posed to interviewees are 

unlikely to change visitor rates as this is not the main aim of the action. For example, 

interviewees suggested the presence of a beach warden would make no change to their 

visit frequency. But the aim of a beach warden would be to change visitors awareness 

of the issues and ensure individuals behave responsibly at sensitive locations. 

3.51 Between sites the responses differ considerably for certain management actions (Figure 

10). Response to new implementation or increase in existing car park charges varied 

greatly between sites, with 66% of interviewees at Titchfield Haven suggesting there 

visits would decrease, while this was only 12% at Fareham Creek. This is initially a stark 

contrast, however is explained when the referring to the modes of transport used by 

visitors. Interviewees at Fareham Creek mostly walked to the site and therefore would 

not be affected. 
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Figure 10: Interviewees likely change in visitation rates under hypothetical management scenarios, shown 

separately for each site; a) Hill Head Coast b) Titchfield Haven c) Stokes Bay d) Fareham Creek. Data from 

Q33. 

Coastal sites: Awareness of the Alver Valley 

3.52 Interviewees at the coastal sites were asked of their awareness of the Alver Valley and 

whether they had visited the site. The percentage of interviewees not aware of the 

Alver Valley Country Park ranged from 15-43% (Table 21). Highest awareness of the site 

was at Stokes Bay, and lowest at Titchfield Haven. Despite the interview location at Hill 

Head Coast being almost as close to the Alver Valley as the interview location at Stokes 

Bay the level of awareness was quite different. The percentage of interviewees not 

aware of the Alver Valley was 33% at Hill Head Coast, despite most interviewees living 

relatively close to the site, usually in Stubbington. This level of awareness was similar 

level to at Fareham Creek despite this being the furthest location from the Alver Valley. 

The effect of local authority is noted as partly explaining patterns of awareness; as 

Gosport Borough Council have promoted the Alver Valley within Gosport and Lee-on-

the Solent, but not within neighbouring Fareham Borough, which includes Stubbington 

and Hillhead.  
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Table 21: The numbers of interviewees (percentages in brackets) which were; not aware of the Alver Valley, 

aware but had not visited, and were both aware and had visited the site. Data from Q31 and Q32. 

 
Hill Head 
Coast (1) 

Titchfield 
Haven (2) 

Stokes Bay (3) 
Fareham Creek 

(4) 
Total 

Not aware 21 (33) 19 (43) 12 (15) 11 (35) 63 (29) 

Aware, but not visited 16 (25) 13 (30) 18 (22) 9 (29) 56 (25) 

Aware and visited 27 (42) 12 (27) 52 (63) 11 (35) 102 (46) 

Total 64 (100) 44 (100) 82 (100) 31 (100) 221 (100) 

 

3.53 An important factor in why some interviewees lacked any awareness of the site may 

have been that they lived a long way from the Alver Valley. Considering the total 

number of interviewees which lived at set distance bands away from the Alver Valley, 

the percentage of these people who were aware of the Alver Valley was calculated 

(Table 22). Table 22 shows the numbers of interviewees at Hill Head Coast which lived 

within 2 km of the Alver Valley (11) was similar to at Stokes Bay (13). However, only 

55% of these at Hill Head Coast were aware of the Alver Valley compared to 92% at 

Stokes Bay. Within both the less than 2km and the 2km to 5km distance bands, 

interviewees at Hill Head Coast had the lowest awareness compared to other locations. 

Table 22: The percentage of people who were aware of the Alver Valley as a proportion of all interviewees, 

separated by survey point and by four distance classes of home postcode to the Alver Valley. The total 

number of interviewees in each distance class is shown in brackets. 

Distance 
radius 

Hill Head Coast 
(1) 

Titchfield Haven 
(2) 

Stokes Bay (3) 
Fareham Creek 

(4) 
Total 

<2 km 55 (11) 100 (1) 92 (13) 100 (1) 77 (26) 

2 - <5 km 68 (37) 79 (14) 89 (55) 75 (16) 80 (122) 

5- 10 km 75 (8) 54 (13) 50 (6) 54 (13) 58 (40) 

>10 km 75 (8) 38 (16) 75 (8) 0 (1) 55 (33) 

n 64 44 82 31 221 

 

Coastal sites: The effectiveness of alternative inland green spaces 

3.54 Interviewees at the coastal sites were also asked for their thoughts on how effective 

alternative green spaces were away from the coast. Specifically interviewees were 

asked “do you think green spaces located away from the coast could be enhanced so 

that you would visit them instead of the coast?”. Overall interviewees responded 

negatively with 67% responding no, 5% were unsure or did not know, and 28% 

responded positively. Responses varied considerably between sites, with just 9% at 

Titchfield Haven and Stokes Bay suggesting an alternative site would work, compared to 

35% at Fareham Creek and 61% at Hill Head Coast (Figure 11).  

3.55 The pattern initially appears to be the opposite to people’s awareness of the Alver 

Valley. However this was generally not the case, with those aware of the Alver Valley 

often having a positive view on the effectiveness of the alternative green spaces. 

Further examination of people’s responsiveness to alternative green spaces suggests at 
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all coastal locations the percentage of those responding positively was greater 

considering only dog walkers compared to all other interviewees (Table 23). 

 

Figure 11: The proportions of interviewee’s responses to whether they thought green spaces located away 

from the coast could be enhanced so that they would visit them instead of the coast at the four survey 

points. Percentage of interviewees for each class shown in italics. Data from Q35. 

 

Table 23: The numbers of interviewees (percentages in brackets) responding to whether they felt green 

spaces inland could be suitable alternatives for their visit today. The interviewees are separated into those 

describing their activity as dog walking and all other interviewees (non- dog walkers). 

 
Hill Head Coast 

(1) 
Titchfield Haven 

(2) 
Stokes Bay (3) 

Fareham Creek 
(4) 

Non-dog walkers 

No 11 (34) 29 (88) 18 (82) 2 (100) 

Yes 19 (59) 2 (6) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Unsure / Don't know 2 (6) 2 (6) 4 (18) 0 (0) 

Total 32 (100) 33 (100) 22 (100) 2 (100) 

Dog walkers only 

No 12 (38) 7 (64) 53 (88) 17 (59) 

Yes 20 (63) 2 (18) 7 (12) 11 (38) 

Unsure / Don't know  (0) 2 (18)  (0) 1 (3) 

Total 32 (100) 11 (100) 60 (100) 29 (100) 

 

3.56 Question 36 addressed how green spaces inland could be improved to provide 

alternative visit locations. Virtually all interviewees who thought it generally possibly to 

improve sites (question 35) also named one or more improvements. Often interviewees 
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made specific reference to the Alver Valley as the location their improvements referred 

to. The improvements provided at all of the coastal sites were simplified and presented 

in Table 24. The suggested improvements from interviewees are weighted. By far the 

most frequently reported improvement was regarding paths, reported by 22 

interviewees (24% of the 90 interviewees suggesting improvements). This is followed by 

more general facilities, better parking and raising the profile of the site/ making site 

more interesting. 

Table 24: The number of interviewees suggested each improvement. Data from Q36. 

Suggested improvement  Suggested improvement  Suggested improvement  

improvements to paths 22 
features/facilities for 

children  
4 cleaner sites 1 

more general facilities 12 more dog bins 4 greater dog control 1 

improved parking 7 better on-site signage 4 more dog friendly 1 

make sites more 
interesting 

6 more maps 3 a greater natural feel 1 

increase the profile of 
sites 

6 issues regarding dog mess 2 better road access 1 

make sites feel safe 5 free parking 2 
improvements to general 

scenery 
1 

improvements in access 4 toilets 2 a tea room 1 
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Alver Valley: Response to potential changes in site management 

3.57 As with the coastal sites, interviewees were asked specific questions on the Alver Valley. 

The single unique question on the Alver Valley related to what effect potential 

management changes would have on the visitor’s use of the site. For this question, the 

surveyor provided a series of potential hypothetical site changes and interviewees were 

asked if they felt this would increase, decrease, or not change their number of visits to 

the Alver Valley. 

3.58 Overall, across both Alver Valley survey points, improvements to paths, a known issue 

on the site, would make considerable differences to peoples visits. More surfaced paths 

were reported by 50% of interviewees as likely to increase their number of visits to the 

site. 

3.59 There were some changes which would cause a decrease peoples use of the site. The 

largest percentage of people suggesting their visits would decrease was in response to a 

potential new garden centre (13%), followed by a café (7%). For all other potential site 

changes, the reported decreases were less than 2% of all interviewees on the Alver 

Valley. 

3.60 However differences were noticeable between the two survey points (Figure 12). With 

fewer negative responses to site changes at the North West Car Park (Figure 12 a) 

compared to the Apple Dumpling Bridge (Figure 12 b). At the Apple Dumpling Bridge 

approximately 20% of interviewees felt their visits would decrease if a new garden 

centre or café were constructed. Changes on the Alver Valley relating to dogs were 

largely viewed positively, particularly at the North West Car Park survey point. At this 

location 53% of interviewees suggesting they would visit more if a dog fountain or dog 

dip was provided. Although it was noted in a few instances by surveyors that this was 

related to the fact that paths were muddy and interviewees would find this useful to 

clean the dog after a walk. As such the positive response may not have been so great if 

paths were already improved. 
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Figure 12: Interviewees suggest change in visit rates in response to potential site changes. The responses of 

interviewees are shown separately for a) survey point 5: North West Car Park and b) survey point 6: Apple 

Dumpling Bridge. Data from Q34. 
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4. Comparison to survey data to footfall data 

4.1 Gosport Borough Council also has automated counters at the Alver Valley to collect 

footfall data. In total four sensors are located on paths at the Alver Valley, with two 

coinciding with the two survey points used at the North West Car Park and the Apple 

Dumpling Bridge. Data for the daily footfall totals from automated counters was 

provided by Gosport Borough Council and used to compare the data collected from the 

counters to our visitor survey tallies. 

4.2 Footfall counts from the automated sensors show peaks at weekends (usually Sundays) 

at both locations (Figure 13). As expected the counts by surveyors were always lower 

than the total, due to footfall counts outside of our surveying period. From the hourly 

averages calculated by sensors across the whole of January from these locations show 

that our surveys captured the peak visiting times (between 9:00 and 17:00). However 

roughly 20% of the daily total calculated by sensors occurs outside these periods, and 

the counters suggest use during darkness. 

 

Figure 13: The daily footfall counts from automated counters and total number of people counted by our 

surveyors. 
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5. 2010 Solent Disturbance and Mitigation Project surveys 

5.1 Visitors surveys were conducted by Footprint Ecology in the winter of 2009/2010 across 

the Solent coastline to examine recreational impacts on features of the Solent SPA, SAC 

and RAMSAR sites (Fearnley, Clarke & Liley 2010). This visitor survey work was 

commissioned by the Solent Forum and was conducted as a component of the Solent 

Disturbance and Mitigation Project (SDMP). 

5.2 On-site interviews were conducted with visitors at a number of locations, spread along 

the whole Solent coastline. Three of these areas coincide with the same areas as used in 

the current survey, although the exact location of survey point can differ. These were 

interview locations at Hill Head Coast, Fareham Creek and Stokes Bay. However the 

survey point at Stokes Bay was at the other end of the bay (Alverbank East), compared 

to the current survey. 

5.3 Visitor surveys were conducted following the same methodology. With surveys spread 

over two survey days, one weekday and one weekend, and four two-hour survey 

sessions per day. This provides the same total survey effort of 16 hours at each survey 

point. Both interviews and tally counts of visitors were conducted as in the current 

survey. The survey was conducted at a broadly similar time of year to the current 

survey; with surveys conducted between January and March 2010.  

Results 

5.4 Talley data from the previous survey was conducted following the same methodology as 

used in the current survey. The counts of people entering the sites, presented in Table 

25, have a number of caveats (as discussed further in paragraph 5.7) but give an 

indication of the how busy sites were between years. Table 25 shows the number of 

visitors entering sites, and as such numbers differ from previously presented in Table 3, 

where counts of visitors entering and leaving were combined. Examining the relative 

rank of sites based on the number of visitors entering, shows sites were ranked the 

same in 2015 as observed in 2010. Counts of the numbers of groups and people 

entering sites were usually lower in the current survey compared to the 2010 surveys. 

Although these differences were smallest at Fareham Creek.  

5.5 Differences in the tally data were most noticeable in the numbers of dogs recorded on 

sites between the survey years. The numbers of dogs recorded on each day, with the 

exception of Hill Head Coast on the weekend and the Fareham Creek weekday, were all 

higher in the current survey compared to 2010. Increases in the numbers of dogs 

recorded on sites were greatest at Stokes Bay. The average number of dogs per person 

at Stokes Bay increased from just under one in every five visitors in 2010 to just over 

three in every five visitors.   
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Table 25: The numbers of groups, people and dogs observed entering sites only from tally counts in 2010 

and 2015.  Survey point names differ between the two surveys but the order in the table allows comparison 

with broadly equivalent survey points.   

 
weekday/ 
weekend 

Total groups Total people Total dogs 
Average number of 

dogs per person 

2010 

Salterns Park weekday 41 61 33 0.54 

Salterns Park weekend 140 239 109 0.46 

Alverbank East weekday 95 162 27 0.17 

Alverbank East weekend 87 215 33 0.15 

Salterns Quay weekday 38 41 49 1.20 

Salterns Quay weekend 15 24 21 0.88 

2015 

Hill Head Coast (1) weekday 72 106 59 0.56 

Hill Head Coast (1) weekend 98 198 59 0.30 

Stokes Bay (3) weekday 62 79 64 0.81 

Stokes Bay (3) weekend 87 154 85 0.55 

Fareham Creek (4) weekday 15 15 19 1.27 

Fareham Creek (4) weekend 16 22 22 1.00 

 

5.6 Results of face-to-face interviews also suggest the numbers of dog walkers have 

increased on many sites in the last five years. Table 26 shows the proportion of 

interviewees dog walking was greater at all locations in 2015 compared to 2010. 

Furthermore, the largest increase was at Stokes Bay, where previously 28% of 

interviewees gave their activity as dog walking, but this has now increased to 73% of 

interviewees.  

Table 26: The number of interviewees describing their activity as dog walking or walking, shown at the three 

comparable locations in 2010 and 2015. The percentage of interviewees is shown in brackets. 

 Hill Head Coast (1) Stokes Bay (3) Fareham Creek (4) 

2010 

Dog walking 26 (31) 17 (28) 36 (86) 

Walking 52 (63) 46 (70) 5 (12) 

Total number  of 
interviews 

83 (100) 66 (100) 42 (100) 

2015 

Dog walking 32 (50) 60 (73) 29 (94) 

Walking 29 (45) 20 (24) 0 

Total number  of 
interviews 

64 (100) 82 (100) 31 (100) 

  

Discussion 

5.7 It is important to stress a number of caveats regarding any comparisons made between 

the 2010 and 2015 surveys. Firstly, the exact times of year differed between surveys, 
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with 2015 surveys conducted in January, while the 2010 surveys were conducted in 

January but continued into February and March. As such visitor patterns and daylight 

hours differed between surveys. Furthermore, weather conditions on individual days 

were also different between the surveys. Finally, the exact locations of survey points 

were generally the same, except for at Stokes Bay where the survey point had been 

moved to the opposite end of the bay. The 2015 survey point is in a more open area, 

with adjacent open fields and this may explain to some extent the observed increases in 

dog walkers. As the exact location of the surveys point differed and the access patterns 

would also differ. Small differences in the specific point location can cause large 

differences in the recorded tallies and therefore the counts are not strictly comparable. 

5.8 Data from the tally counts suggest numbers of visitors have decreased on sites in the 

last five years. However the reported increases are hard to disassociate from any 

changes in other variables, such as time of year, weather and survey point location. 

Only data over a large number of days, such as automated counters, can record the 

changes with a high level of certainty. 

5.9 However, change in the proportion of different activities recorded on sites is much 

more confidently reported from the data. Increases in the proportion of dog walkers 

were recorded at all locations, and increases were often considerable. The degree of 

increase reported at Stokes Bay (from 28% to 73% of interviews) was the largest 

increase. This considerable increase may be due, in part, to the survey point relocation. 

However as increases were observed across all locations, and considering these as a 

proportion of all other activities, it is therefore less likely to have been affected by other 

variables and would suggest that this shift of a relative increase in dog walkers is a true 

trend.  
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6. Key findings and Discussion 

6.1 We have presented results from of the visitor surveys at the Alver Valley and from 

coastal sites. The coastal sites included a variety of locations, encompassing nearby 

parts of the SPA, shoreline outside the SPA and a relatively urbanised section of estuary 

shoreline alongside a creek (within the SPA) but well away from the open coast. In this 

discussion we draw out key differences between the different survey locations. Key 

points for discussion then focus on the ability of the Alver Valley to function as a SANG, 

implication for management of the Alver Valley and the coast and finally general points 

relating to the effectiveness of SANGs in coastal areas.  

Differences between different survey locations 

6.2 There were marked differences in the visitor data between the survey locations, both 

within the Alver Valley and along the coast. These differences are important to draw 

out. In particular, the range of use along the coast highlights the kind of visitor 

experience that SANGs need to provide.  

Hill Head Coast 

6.3 Hill Head Coast had high numbers of visitors to the site, often couples, and half of the 

interviewees walked to the site. Visitor profiles at the site share similarities with 

Titchfield Haven (e.g. a scenic site, lots of couples, relatively low proportion of dog 

walkers) and both are within the SPA, although Titchfield is much more specialist, with 

an adjacent visitors centre and national nature reserve part. Hill Head Coast can also be 

considered as a local walker’s site, with profiles similar to Fareham Creek, and a high 

usage by local residents. The frequency of visits to this location was high, but 

interviewees also visit lots of other locations, with other inland areas more frequently 

visited than other coastal sites. 

Titchfield Haven 

6.4 Titchfield Haven is characterised by low numbers of people, mostly couples, but with a 

noticeable increase at weekends. The location’s feel is different to many other 

locations, as a very scenic location with a specialist wildlife interest, this is reflected 

from the surveys with the highest proportion of interviewees visiting for wildlife 

interest recorded at this location. The survey point was well within the SPA and 

adjacent to an off shoot of the SPA which covers the Meon Valley. The site has lowest 

numbers of dogs per people (0.22 dogs per people), however all dogs were off lead. 

Comparatively high proportions of other activities take place at this site, and many of 

the interviewees were also going inland to Titchfield Haven reserve and the Meon 

valley, therefore travelling relatively short distances along the coast. Distances travelled 

by visitors to the site were considerably larger than all other survey points and a high 

proportion of interviewees visit infrequently. This is unsurprising given the site is a well-

known for its wildlife interest. 

Stokes Bay 

6.5 This coastal location, unlike all others, is not adjacent to an SPA. It was characterised by 

a high proportion of dog walkers and lots of interviewees travelling long distances along 
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the stretch of coastline. Interviewees at the site had good awareness of the Alver Valley 

and high levels of visitation to the Alver Valley, with over half of interviewees having 

visited the site. 

Fareham Creek 

6.6 Fareham Creek was quite different to the other sites in the character of the location. 

The survey point is within an amenity grassland site which directly adjoins the 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA, rather than an expansive coastline with sand or pebble 

beaches. The site had the lowest numbers of visitors recorded, but the largest 

proportion of brief, daily visitors with strong site fidelity. The site is quite small, quickly 

grading into industrial areas to the south, residential to the west, and the quay to the 

north. The coastal areas accessible are very small and therefore visits are very short. 

The distances travelled to the site are also very short, and lots of local residents walk to 

the site.  

6.7 Compared to the other sites, Fareham Creek had high numbers of dogs per person 

(mean of 1.2), the smallest recorded mean group size (1.15) and lowest number of 

people per hour (4.4). However footfall was very consistent across the day, and over 

weekdays and weekends.  

Alver Valley 

6.8 Apple Dumpling Bridge was one of the busiest sites surveyed.  Alver Valley as a whole 

has a particular draw for dog walkers (92% of interviewees) and also had the largest 

proportion of interviewees arriving by car. People visiting on their own made up the 

largest volume of interviewees at the Alver Valley and a high proportion of interviewees 

were regular visitors (visiting daily, most days or 1-3 times per week).  Interviewees 

choose the Alver Valley because it is close to home, and also because it is good for the 

dog and for the sense of space.   

6.9 Interviewees at the North West Car Park seem to be similar in their character to those 

interviewed at the Apple Dumpling Bridge (e.g. activities undertaken, distance travelled 

to the site), but they appear to use the site very differently. In the north-west corner of 

the site visitors are undertaking short walks, largely not moving away from this corner 

of the site. In contrast, the interviewees at the Apple Dumpling Bridge were well 

dispersed across much more of the site and distances moved were much greater.  

Ability of Alver Valley to function as a SANG 

6.10 The survey results provide some indication that Alver Valley (and perhaps similar 

SANGs) could have a role in deflecting access from the coast. In particular we highlight:  

 The site is reasonably well used (e.g. 344 groups recorded in the tally data 
for Apple Dumpling Bridge over a 16 hour period), comparing favourably to 
Titchfield Haven (119 groups), Hill Head Coast (336 groups) and Fareham 
Creek (61 groups).  The Alver Valley is therefore currently absorbing a 
reasonably high level of recreational use.   

 The Alver Valley is used by high numbers of dog walkers (92% of 
interviewees). These are a key target group for a SANG to attract and the 
high proportion of dog walkers suggests the site works well for dog walking.  
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 The site recorded high percentages of visitors arriving by car, indicating Alver 
Valley’s draw is not limited to people walking from adjacent housing. 

 Some visitor data were similar between the coast and Alver Valley, 
suggesting similar patterns of use. For example the group size was similar at 
Alver Valley compared to coast (1.72 compared to 1.65, from tally data), and 
time spent on site, main activity undertaken etc were similar. This indicates 
some overlap in the use & types of visitor at the coast and the Alver Valley.   

 As with most of the coastal sites, visitor numbers were higher at the Alver 
Valley during the weekend, particularly at Apple Dumpling Bridge, suggesting 
the Alver Valley does cater for weekend trips as well as more general, 
regular access.  

 Reasons for visiting the current site were often similar across both the Alver 
Valley and coastal sites. The proximity of the site to their home was the most 
frequent reason at every survey point, followed usually by reasons relating 
to scenery or the suitability of the location for dogs (e.g. “the dog enjoys it”, 
“it is nearest place to let the dog off lead”).  Sense of space and 
scenery/variety of views were both important reasons for visitors at the 
Alver Valley, indicating that the site is attractive to visitors and draws visitors 
for the landscape interest. 

 Use of Alver Valley from existing users is increasing (e.g. around half of 
people interviewed that had been visiting Alver Valley for at least 3 years 
had increased the amount they visit since 2011).  There have been 
considerable changes with increased access, site improvements and adjacent 
housing developments.  

 Alver Valley also appears to be drawing relatively new users, reflected in the 
relatively low proportion of visitors that had been coming to the site for 
more than 10 years.  There has been considerable new development in the 
area and the site has been promoted and opened up for access, and it would 
seem that this is drawing some new users (but note there were possibly 
fewer than expected new visitors – who had been visiting for less than a 
year).    

 Three-quarters of the people interviewed at the Alver Valley and who gave 
full, valid postcodes had come from Lee-on-the-Solent, Gosport or 
Stubbington. There was considerable overlap with people interviewed at the 
coastal sites, indicating a reasonably similar ‘draw’. 

 Visitors to the Alver Valley also visit the coast. Overall 8% of interviewees at 
the Alver Valley would have visited the SPA if they couldn’t have visited the 
Alver Valley.  

 Visitors to the SPA indicated that they also visited Alver Valley (8% of 
interviewees at Hill Head Coast and Titchfield Haven, compared to 2% of 
interviewees at Stokes Bay)  

 Interviewees at the Alver Valley did also visit coastal sites, but coastal sites 
accounted for a relatively low percentage of their weekly visits for the given 
activity (e.g. 79% of interviewees at Apple Dumpling Bridge stated that 0-
25% of their weekly visits were to the coast). This suggests Alver Valley 
absorbs a relatively high proportion of visits from the people who use it.  

 
6.11 While these are positive and suggest the Alver Valley does divert access away from the 

coastal SPA sites, we also highlight some concerns, suggesting that the effectiveness of 

such sites as SANGs is to some extent limited: 
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 Interviewees at the Alver Valley showed strong site fidelity, with on average 
22% of interviewees at the Alver Valley not visiting coastal sites. It would 
seem therefore likely that a proportion of Alver Valley visitors are not the 
kind of people who would visit the SPA or that the site is already functioning 
as a SANG and absorbing all the access for these visitors.  

 At the Alver Valley there were possibly fewer than expected new visitors 
(visiting for less than 1 year). While it is impossible to tell whether this 
relates to changes in the number of new residents in the area it perhaps 
suggests that the site is not drawing as many new visitors as it might.  Better 
country park facilities, site improvements and better promotion may change 
this in the future.   

 At coastal sites, inland sites could feature as alternatives and the reasons for 
visiting the current coastal site were not always related specifically to the 
water/coast but for general scenery. By contrast, at the Alver Valley, 
alternative sites still included coastal areas and reasons for visiting these 
were to specifically visit the coast. This suggests that people will always use 
the coast, and that only a proportion of visits could be to inland alternatives.  
Coastal management measures will therefore always need to be a priority. 

 The overall number of visitors was low at the north-west Alver survey point 
and usage here does not seem to extend well into the Alver Valley. 

 Coastal sites such as Hill Head Coast and Titchfield Haven attract a notable 
proportion of people visiting for walking without a dog (45% and 64% 
interviewees respectively). Alver Valley appears not to currently draw 
walkers.  

 Most of the coastal sites that interviewees at Alver Valley visit (such as 
Browndown and Gilkicker) are close to the Alver Valley but are outside the 
SPA. The effectiveness of the Alver Valley in terms of diverting visits from the 
coast is much higher than its effectiveness in diverting people solely from 
the SPA. Despite being outside the SPA, Browndown and Gilkicker are 
important for nature conservation in their own right (Browndown is a SSSI 
and part of Gilkicker is SAC and Ramsar), and so absorbing recreational 
pressure from these sites is still likely to be beneficial.   

 There was some evidence from the postcodes that visitors at coastal sites 
came from further afield than those visiting the Alver Valley – for example 
the median distance between home postcode and interview location was 
6.3km for visitors at Titchfield Haven – compared to 1.9km for visitors at 
Apple Dumpling Bridge.  

 Most visitors to the Alver Valley were regular visitors (visiting daily, most 
days or 1-3 times a week) and a relatively small proportion visited less 
regularly. Titchfield Haven by contrast had a high proportion of visitors that 
were less regular and also at Titchfield Haven visitors came from further 
afield. The inference is that Alver Valley has less of a draw for people who 
live further away and make occasional trips. SANGs such as the Alver Valley 
might therefore function to provide relatively local mitigation and not draw 
people from further away as effectively.  

 Visitors to coastal sites seemed mostly to not think that green spaces located 
away from the coast could be enhanced so that they would provide an 
alternative. This was particularly the case at sites such as Titchfield Haven 
and Stokes Bay (with just 9% of interviewees at both sites suggesting 
alternative sites might work). Although, at Hill Head Coast 61% of 
interviewees suggested an alternative inland site could work. 
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Implications for Management: Alver Valley 

6.12 The Alver Valley is clearly a popular site and draws a range of visitors.  It appears to be 

playing some role as a SANG and is likely to continue to do so as the site is enhanced as 

a Country Park.  The survey results provide some indications of future management 

measures that would be useful.   

6.13 Overall across the Alver Valley it is clear from interviews that improvements to the 

paths across the site are of highest priority. There are some well-known issues with 

regards to the flooding and the surface of paths. Furthermore it is noted that both 

improvements to the quality and quantity of paths were viewed positively by 

interviewees. 

6.14 Otherwise the responses to potential changes on the Alver Valley were different 

between the two survey locations with clearly different priorities between the two sets 

of interviewees.  

6.15 As the two sets of interviewees use different parts of the site, the location of any 

changes can be targeted to reflect the desires of the two groups. For example the 

interview results suggest that dog facilities should be focused to the north-west or 

centre of the site and improvements to car parking should be prioritised in the south 

eastern corner of the site (as already proposed). Further improvements at the north-

west car park may help to attract visitors from Stubbington, and possibly Fareham.  

6.16 A large proportion of visitors drive to the Alver Valley (72-81%), yet the postcode data 

show people also live relatively close to the site. This may be due to the larger 

proportion of dog walkers, with visitors travelling by car to bring their dog. Given the 

importance of drawing dog walkers and visitors from further afield, improvements to 

car parking should certainly be given high priority. 

6.17 The garden centre and café were perceived as relatively negative additions to the site, 

particularly by visitors at Apple Dumpling Bridge. The Borough Council will therefore 

potentially need to ensure that such additions are sensitively located and designed not 

to detract from the natural attractions of the Alver Valley. 

6.18 Consideration should also be given to the improvements suggested by interviewees at 

coastal locations (e.g. path improvements, raising site profile), as attracting new visitors 

is very important in order that the site can effectively perform a SANG function. 

6.19 Promotion of the Alver Valley is important and should be targeted to people in 

Stubbington and Hillhead. Such promotion may be most effective if accompanied by 

access management at the SPA sites, for example through dog restrictions or increased 

parking charges that may work to deter visitors.  Such measures would best be targeted 

at locations such as Salterns Park.   

6.20 It may also be possible to establish stronger links with the Alver Valley and the coast, for 

example as a wider SANG with Stokes Bay.  Stokes Bay was the main coastal site cited 

by visitors to the Alver Valley and it may be that some linking of Stokes Bay and the 
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Alver Valley as a destination could create a destination that draws visitors from a wider 

area.  Any such approach would need to carefully consider the existing nature 

conservation interest of the area, as despite being outside the SPA the coastal sites 

adjacent to Alver Valley are still important for nature conservation and (in parts) 

vulnerable to impacts from recreation. 

Implications for Management: Coastal Sites 

6.21 Comparison of the count data from this survey and data from 2010 are heavily caveated 

but suggest that access levels have not markedly increased over the five year period, 

however the data do suggest a marked increase in the proportion of dogs per visitor.  

This may indicate a growing focus for mitigation measures focussed on dogs, which 

have a particular impact in terms of the bird interest of the SPA (Liley, Stillman & 

Fearnley 2010).   

6.22 On average just under half of the interviewees at coastal sites were aware of the Alver 

Valley Country Park, suggesting more could be done to promote the Alver Valley to 

coastal visitors. However, this response was different between survey locations and 

targeted advertising to discrete urban areas identified from postcode maps would help 

raise awareness (e.g. Stubbington). This was also noted within feedback regarding what 

improvements to inland sites interviewees at the coastal sites felt would help. 

6.23 There is certainly the suggestion that the draw for the Alver Valley could be increased, 

especially at Hill Head Coast, where individuals were most receptive to alternative 

green spaces and were often unaware of the Alver Valley. This would focus largely on 

the residents of Stubbington. 

6.24 Various management measures would result in visitors to the coast visiting the coast 

less. Such measures may deflect use to sites such as the Alver Valley. A requirement to 

put dogs on leads on the coast would clearly result in change, with 43% of people 

interviewed at the coast indicating they would visit less. Changing parking charges 

would also be likely to result in marked changes in access (e.g. two-thirds of those 

interviewed at Titchfield Haven would visit that stretch of coast less if parking charges 

increased). There were differences between coastal sites, suggesting careful assessment 

before such changes were made. 

6.25 By contrast the data suggests that the presence of a warden would make little change in 

the numbers of visits made to the coast. As the role of wardens may relate to changing 

people’s behaviour (for example asking people to put their dog on a lead) this does not 

necessarily indicate there is not a role for wardening.  

6.26 Path improvements would also make little difference for coastal visitors, and around 

15% of those interviewed at the coast suggested this would result in them making more 

visits to the coast. Path improvements could therefore function in a positive way to 

enhance access in areas (and potentially reduce access in some areas).  

6.27 Closing parts of sites for wildlife would not make much difference to interviewee’s 

visitation rates, but effects for SPA species should be considerable. Any changes should 
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be relevant to the specific locations, based on the different likely effects as shown by 

the interviewees different responses. 

General Conclusions 

6.28 This study has focussed on a single SANG site, the Alver Valley, and therefore it is 

difficult to extrapolate more widely on the general effectiveness of SANGs in coastal 

areas as this would require data from a range of SANG sites. However, it is possible to 

highlight some general considerations regarding SANGs in coastal environments and the 

role of SANGs along the Solent.  

6.29 The results suggest that people will always visit the coast and that the coast will have a 

particular draw for recreation.  As such, on-site measures within the SPA will need to be 

key elements within any approach to mitigation.  SANGS may however play a role in 

such a package, if closely linked to the management at the coast and targeted in the 

right locations.   

6.30 The coastal survey points differed markedly in how they were used, their character and 

the visitor experience they provide. With such a range of coastal sites it is difficult for a 

SANG to provide an alternative destination to all parts of the coast. SANGs are perhaps 

likely to work best in relatively urban areas, perhaps the more estuarine shorelines 

rather than the open coast. As an example, 35% of visitors at Fareham Creek suggested 

alternative sites might work compared to just 9% of those interviewed at the open 

coast sites of Titchfield Haven and at Stokes Bay (but note also that 61% of visitors at 

Hill Head Coast suggested alternative sites might work).  

6.31 As such, SANGs may be very location specific and need to be considered very much on 

their own merit, on a case-by-case basis.  The location of the SANG in relation to where 

people live, the ability of the site to act as an alternative and the access management 

measures in place on the coast will all be important considerations.  SANGs provision 

would need to be informed by visitor data from adjacent coastal areas and directly 

targeted to particular stretches of coast. The role of any SANG would need to be 

considered in relation to the location of new development, the location and 

characteristics of the SPA sites in the vicinity and the options for future management 

within both the SANG and the coast.  It is likely that large areas of open coastline, with 

sandy beaches and attractive scenery will be the hardest sites to provide alternatives 

for.  

6.32 The role and effectiveness of any SANG is also likely to relate very specifically to the 

local management of coastal sites. For example the cost of parking and the ability to let 

dogs off leads are important considerations for visitors to the coast. Any role for SANGs 

must therefore be considered alongside a package of measures relating to the 

management of access and promotion of sites in the general area. Any SANGs provision 

should potentially be directly linked to particular parts of the SPA and access 

management measures on that part of the coast carefully coordinated to compliment 

the SANGs provision (for example measures on the coast working to push recreation 
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pressure towards the SANG and measures on the SANG targeting visitors at the specific 

section of coast).    
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8.  Appendix I: Questionnaire 

 



Visitor Survey for the Alver Valley and coastal sites in the 
Gosport/Fareham area

Good am/pm. Please could you spare me a few minutes to answer some 
questions regarding your visit today. We are undertaking a survey for Gosport 
Borough Council looking at visitor patterns in the Alver Valley and coastal sites 
in the area (can show letter if needed)

Q1 [What is the current survey site? - MUST COMPLETE]

Alver Valley Country Park

Other Coastal Site

Q2 ...

Are you on a day trip/short visit and travelled from home ... if no

Are you on a short trip/short visit & staying with friends or family ... if no

On holiday in the area, staying away from home

If none of the above, How would you describe your visit today?

Details



Q3 What is the main activity you are undertaking today? Tick closest answer. Do not 
prompt. Single response only. Select activity rather than reason for undertaking (e.g. health, 
relaxing)

Dog walking

Walking

Jogging / power walking

Outing with family / picnicking

Cycling

Wildlife / bird watching

Fishing

Photography

Meet up with friends

Watersports

Other, please detail:

Further details

Q4 How long have you been visiting here? Single response only. Do not prompt.

first visit

less than or approximately 6 months

less than or approximately 1 year

less than or approximately 3 years

less than or approximately 5 years

less than or approximately 10 years

more than 10 years



Q5 [AVCP] How long have you spent / will you spend at the Alver Valley today? Single 
response only. Do not prompt.

less than 30 minutes

between 30 minutes and 1 hour

more than 1 hour to 2 hours

more than 2 hours to 3 hours

more than 3 hours

Q6 [SPA] How long have you spent / will you spend visiting this stretch of the shoreline 
today? Single response only.

less than 30 minutes

between 30 minutes and 1 hour

more than 1 hour to 2 hours

more than 2 hours to 3 hours

more than 3 hours



Q7 [AVCP] Over the past year, roughly how often have you visited the Alver Valley? Tick 
closest answer, single response only. Only prompt if interviewee struggles.

Daily

Most days (180+ visits)

1 to 3 times a week (40-180 visits)

2 to 3 times per month (15-40 visits)

Once a month (6-15 visits)

Less than once a month (2-5 visits)

Don't know

First visit

Other, please detail

Further details

Q8 [SPA] Over the past year, roughly how often have you visited this stretch of shoreline 
? Tick closest answer, single response only. Only prompt if interviewee struggles.

Daily

Most days (180+ visits)

1 to 3 times a week (40-180 visits)

2 to 3 times per month (15-40 visits)

Once a month (6-15 visits)

Less than once a month (2-5 visits)

Don't know

First visit

Other, please detail

Further details



Q9 Which days of the week do you tend to visit here? Tick only one, tick closest, do not 
prompt.

Weekdays

Weekends

Equally weekends and weekdays

Other, please detail

Further details

Q10 Do you tend to visit this area at a certain time of day? Tick closest answers. Multiple 
answers ok.

Before 9am

Between 9am and 12

Between 12 and 3

Between 3 and 5pm

After 5pm

No

Don't know

First visit



Q11 Do you tend to visit this area more at a particular time of year for [insert given 
activity]? Multiple answers ok.

Spring (Mar-May)

Summer (Jun-Aug)

Autumn (Sept-Nov)

Winter (Dec-Feb)

Equally all year

Don't know

First visit

Q12 How did you get here today? What form of transport did you use? Single response only.

Car / van

On foot

Public transport

Bicycle

Other, please detail

Further details:

Q13 [SPA] What is the current survey point? ANSWER TO PROVIDE APPROPRIATE MAP FOR 
PATHS

Survey point 1 - Salterns Park (Salterns Road)

Survey point 2 - Titchwell (Cliff Road)

Survey point 3 - Stokes Bay (next to lifeboat station)

Survey point 4 - Salterns Lane (parkland next to estuary)

Now I'd like to ask you about your route today. Looking at the area shown on this 
map, can you show me where you have/will visit today. Use the printed map for details 
of the features/points of interest which mark the area boundaries. 



Q14 [AVCP] - MAP SHOWN HERE. Select areas visited.



Q15 [SPA] - MAP SHOWN HERE. Select areas visited. Also mark use if visitors accessed the 
water to any degree, or if they moved inland (off the beach, main paths, roads or grassed 
areas which run along the shore. Red compartments show car parks.



Q16 [SPA] - MAP SHOWN HERE. Select areas visited. Also mark use if visitors accessed the 
water to any degree, or if they moved inland (off the beach, main paths, roads or grassed 
areas which run along the shore. Red compartments show car parks.



Q17 [SPA] - MAP SHOWN HERE. Select areas visited. Also mark use if visitors accessed the 
water to any degree, or if they moved inland (off the beach, main paths, roads or grassed 
areas which run along the shore. Red compartments show car parks.



Q18 [SPA] - MAP SHOWN HERE. Select areas visited. Also mark use if visitors accessed the 
water to any degree, or if they moved inland (off the beach, main paths, roads or grassed 
areas which run along the shore. Red compartments show car parks.

Q19 [SPA] Did / Will you stay on top of the sea wall or go onto the beach/mudflats? Tick 
closest answer, do not prompt. Multiple response acceptable. 

Sea wall (beach ridge) only

Beach / mudflats / below high tide mark

Don't know



Q20 [SPA] Did / Will your dog be off lead on the beach?

Yes

No

Don't know / Not Applicable 

Q21 Is / was your route today similar to your usual route when you visit here for [insert 
given activity]? Tick closest answer, do not prompt. Single response only.

Yes, normal

Much longer than normal

Much shorter than normal

Not sure / no typical visit

First visit



Q22 What, if anything, influenced your choice of route here today? Tick closest answers, do 
not prompt. Multiple responses ok.

Weather

Daylight

Tide

Time

Away from other people (not busy)

Group members (eg kids, less able)

Avoiding muddy tracks / paths

Staying on surfaced paths

Followed a marked trail

Previous knowledge of area / experience

Activity undertaken (eg presence of dog)

Wanting to be near water/along coast

Other specific site features (viewpoint, lake etc.)

Birds / wildlife

Interpretation / leaflets

Other, please detail

Further details:

Q23 Why did you choose to visit here, rather than another local site? Tick all responses 
given by visitor in the 'other' column. Do not prompt, tick closest answers. Then ask Which 
single reason would you say had the most influence over your choice of site to visit 
today? Tick only one main reason. Use text box for answers that cannot be categorised 
and for further information.

Don't know / others in party chose

Other Main



Close to home

No need to use car

Quick & easy travel route

Good / easy parking

Particular facilities

Refreshments / cafe/ pub

Choice of routes

Feels safe here

Quiet, with no traffic noise

Not many people

Scenery / variety of views

Rural feel / wild landscape

Habit / familiarity

Particular wildlife interest

Good for dog /  dog enjoys it

Ability to let dog off lead

Closest place to take dog

Closest place to let dog safely off lead

Appropriate place for activity

Suitability of area in given weather 
conditions



Near coast / water

Other, please detail

Further details:

Q24 Since 2011, have the number of your visits for [insert given activity] here changed; and 
if so would so say they have increased or decreased? Only asked if interviewee has 
been visiting for more than 3 years.

Increased

Decreased

No change

Not sure/Don't know/First visit

Q25 [AVCP] What proportion of your weekly visits for [insert given activity] take place at .... 
Provide options to assist, and try to ensure total number of visits across all is approximately 
equal to 100%.

 The Alver Valley

Not sure 
/ Don't 
know / 

First visit
few / less 
than 25%

under 
half / 

25-49%

about 
half / 

45-55%
over half 
/ 50-74%

most / 
75% or 
more

virtually 
all take 
place 
here / 
100%

Other inland sites

Coastal sites

Q26 [SPA] What proportion of your weekly visits for [insert given activity] take place at ...... 
Provide options to assist, and try to ensure total number of visits across all is approximately 
equal to 100%.

 This coastal site

Not sure 
/ Don't 
know / 

First visit
few / less 
than 25%

under 
half / 

25-44%

about 
half / 

45-55%
over half 
/ 56-74%

most / 
75% or 
more

virtually 
all take 
place 
here / 
100%

Inland sites



Other coastal sites

Q27 Could you name the one location you would have visited today for [insert given 
activity] if you could not visited here? Do not prompt, tick closest answer.

Not sure / Don't know

Nowhere / wouldn't have visited anywhere

Site Named

Record site name (1):

Could you name two other sites you visit for  [insert given activity]:

Q28 Name of Site (2)

Q29 Name of Site (3)

Q30 What particular reasons influence your choice of these other sites? Tick all responses 
given by visitor in the 'other' column. Do not prompt, tick closest answers. Then ask Which 
single reason would you say had the most influence over your choice of other sites? 
Tick only one main reason. Use text box for answers that cannot be categorised and for 
further information.

Did not name sites / Don't know / 
Others in party chose

Other Main

Close to home

No need to use car

Quick & easy travel route

Good / easy parking

Particular facilities

Refreshments / cafe/ pub



Choice of routes

Feels safe here

Quiet, with no traffic noise

Not many people

Scenery / variety of views

Rural feel / wild landscape

Habit / familiarity

Particular wildlife interest

Closest place to take dog

Good for dog /  dog enjoys it

Ability to let dog off lead

Closest place to let dog safely off lead

Appropriate place for activity

Suitability of area in given weather 
conditions

Near coast / water

Other, please detail

Further details:



Q31 [SPA] Are you aware of the Alver Valley Country Park? Do not prompt.

Yes

No

Don't know

Q32 [SPA] Have you visited the Alver Valley Country Park? Do not prompt. Only appears if 
yes to previous question.

Yes

No

Don't know

Q33 [SPA] If this site and other coastal sites... note that order below is randomised. Can 
provide options

had parts of the shore closed for 
wildlife, would your number of visits 
here change?

More Less No change
Don't know / Not 

applicable

had a warden / beach manager 
present, would your number of 
visits here change?

required dogs to be on leads, would 
your number of visits here change?

implemented parking charges or 
increased charges, would your 
number of visits here change?

had better path surfacing / routing, 
would your number of visits here 
change?

became busier, with more people, 
would your number of visits here 
change?

Q34 [AVCP] For [insert given activity] at Alver Valley Country Park ... Ask each point. Can 
provide options.

would more car parking make a 
change to your number of visits?

More Less No change
Don't know / Not 

applicable

would improved car parking make a 
change to your number of visits?



would better / more entry-exit 
points make a change to your 
number of visits?

would the creation of more paths 
make a change to your number of 
visits?

if more paths were surfaced make a 
change to your number of visits?

would improvements to habitats / 
scenery make a change to your 
number of visits?

would somewhere to buy 
refreshments such as a cafe make 
a change to your number of visits?

would provision of toilets make a 
change to your number of visits?

would a garden centre make a 
change to your number of visits?

would a dog fountain /  dips (for 
washing) make a change to your 
number of visits?

would dog training / agility areas 
make a change to your number of 
visits?

would dog events make a change 
to your number of visits?

Q35 [SPA]  In general, do you think green spaces located away from the coast could be 
enhanced so that you would visit them instead of the coast?

Yes

No

Unsure / Don't know

Q36 [SPA] What enhancements would have to be made to a site away from the coast to 
make you visit it?

Don't know

If opinion, then provide key points:

Q37 What is your full home postcode? This is an important piece of information, please make 
every effort to record correctly. 



Q38 If visitor is unable or refuses to give postcode: What is the name of the nearest town or 
village?

Q39 If visitor is on holiday ask: Which town / village are you staying in?

Q40 Approximately how many years have you lived there? Give options if needed

1 year or less

more than 1 year to 3 years

more than 3 years to 5 years

more than 5 years to 10 years

more than 10 years

Q41 Roughly when was the property you live in built? Give options.

Within the last 5 years

more than5 to 10 years

more than 10 years

To be completed by surveyor after interview

Q42 Survey details

Surveyor initials

Survey location code

Date ( day.month e.g. 
21.04)

Time ( hour:minute, 
24hr e.g. 14:27)

Gender of respondent

Total number in 
interviewed group



Total males

Total females

Number of dogs

Number of dogs off 
lead

Q43 Surveyor comments. Note anything that may be relevant to the survey, including any 
changes to the survey entry that are necessary, eg changes to answers.
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