
  

 



 



 

This report details the results of visitor surveys which were undertaken over the winter of 

2019/20 on behalf of Bird Aware Solent, forming part of their ongoing monitoring 

programme.  Fieldwork included tally counts of all visitors seen, and face-to-face interviews 

with a sample of visitors.  Interview questions were similar to those used in previous surveys 

carried out for Bird Aware Solent, covering a range of topics relating to visitor origins, access 

patterns and behaviour.  Ten survey locations were used, with 16 hours of fieldwork at each, 

split between one weekday and one weekend day.   

 

Key results and findings included:  

• Across all sites, 1,806 groups (of one or more people) were counted passing the survey 

location.  These groups were consisted of 3,226 people and 1,067 dogs, giving an average 

group size across all sites of 1.8 people and 0.6 dogs.  Hilsea in Portsmouth was by far the 

busiest location, accounting for half of all people recorded. 

• A total of 267 interviews were conducted. 

• The majority of interviewees were locals on a short visit or day trip from home.  Only 9 

interviewees were on holiday and 2 interviewees were visiting friends/family. 

• At most survey locations, the most common activity was either dog walking (61% of 

recorded activities overall) or walking (25% overall), although at Newtown bird/wildlife 

watching was the most frequently recorded activity. 

• 57% of interviewees, across all sites, visited for between 30 minutes and 1 hour. 

• 36% of interviewees said that they visited either daily or on most days.  Salterns Quay had 

the most regular visitors, with 76% of interviewees there visiting either daily or on most 

days. 

• 72% of interviewees said that they visited equally all year round. 

• 40% of interviewees said that either all, or at least 75%, of their visits took place at the site 

where they were interviewed.  At Salterns Quay, this figure was 62%, indicating a high 

level of site loyalty. 

• 55% of interviewees arrived by car/van and 43% arrived on foot, although this varied with 

survey location. At Calshot, for example, 92% arrived by car/van and at Salterns Quay 84% 

arrived on foot. 

• 96% of interviewees provided full, valid postcodes, which enabled analysis of their point 

of  origin, with the median straight-line distance between the given postcode and the  

survey location being 2.3km.  This reduced to 2.0km after exclusion of those on holiday or 

staying with friends/family.  Interviewees at Salterns Quay were particularly local, with 

three quarters living within 0.7km of the survey location. 

• The median length of mapped interviewee routes across all sites was 2.2 km.  Only 7% of 

interviewees said that they accessed the intertidal zone (below the strandline) as part of 

their route and only 3% accessed the water.  

• The reasons given for visiting a specific interview location/site were varied, but the most 

common answer was that it was close to home (45% of interviewees). 



 

• Around half (48%) of interviewees were aware of the development of the England Coast 

Path, and 68% said that they expected its development would lead to them exploring new 

sections of the coast. 

• 34% of interviewees were unaware of any habitats or species at the interview location 

which could be affected by recreation. 

• 26% of interviewees had heard of Bird Aware Solent, with 19% having seen a ranger and 

16% having spoken to one.  The locations where interviewees showed the least 

awareness of Bird Aware Solent were Hayling Billy Trail (8% awareness) and Langstone 

(10% awareness). 

• Interviewees gave many suggestions for site improvements, the most common one being 

provision of better paths (16% of all interviewees).  However, 55% of interviewees overall 

did not suggest any changes, indicating that they were happy with the site as it is. 

• Hayling Beach, Southsea, Portchester, Lepe Country Park and Royal Victoria Country Park 

(in Netley) were all popular alternative sites along the Solent coastline visited by 

interviewees. 

 



 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

Visit duration (Q4) ....................................................................................................................... 18 

Frequency of visits (Q5)............................................................................................................... 19 

Time of day (Q6) .......................................................................................................................... 21 

Time of year (Q7) ......................................................................................................................... 22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

This report was commissioned by Bird Aware Solent and we are grateful to Anna Parry and the Bird 

Aware Solent team for help and guidance during the project.  Fieldwork was co-ordinated by Fenella 
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 This report provides the results of a visitor survey, undertaken by Footprint 

Ecology over the winter of 2019/20, as part of ongoing monitoring for Bird 

Aware Solent, a recreation mitigation partnership for the Solent coast.  It 

builds on previous visitor survey work carried out in the winters of 2009/10 

(Fearnley, Clarke, & Liley, 2010) and 2017/18 (Liley & Panter, 2018) in order to 

better understand current visitor patterns.  Fieldwork, comprising visitor 

interviews and tally counts, was conducted at ten carefully selected locations 

along the Solent coastline. 

 The Solent coast is internationally important for its wildlife, in particular the 

large numbers of wintering waders and wildfowl.  There are three Special 

Protection Areas (SPAs) which were designated primarily to protect these 

overwintering birds: Solent & Southampton Water SPA (which includes parts 

of the northern coastline of the Isle of Wight), Portsmouth Harbour SPA and 

Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA.  There is also a newly classified 

Solent and Dorset Coast SPA which protects internationally important 

populations of breeding terns.  Other designations include the Solent 

Maritime Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and the Solent & Isle of Wight 

Lagoons SAC.  All of these sites are protected under the Conservation of 

Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) which means that there 

are legal duties relating to plans and projects that could affect the protected 

features of the sites. 

 Disturbance from recreation is a concern for this area due to the presence of 

a large, and increasing, resident population close to the coast.  Leisure 

activities, such as walking, cycling, jogging, and the presence of dogs, can 

disturb birds, interrupting their feeding or resting time and causing them to 

lose energy. 

 

 

 



 

 Bird Aware Solent was therefore established to help mitigate the impacts of 

recreation, using developer contributions collected by the relevant local 

planning authorities.  Bird Aware Solent uses a combination of measures to 

achieve its goal, including a team of rangers who engage with visitors and 

local communities along the coast, targeted work with dog walkers and site-

specific projects. 

 This visitor survey was commissioned as part of ongoing monitoring for the 

Bird Aware Solent mitigation scheme, as recommended in previous 

monitoring advice (Liley, Stillman, Austin, & Panter, 2016).  It forms just one 

element of a monitoring programme, which also includes vehicle counts, 

automated in-situ people counters and bird disturbance observations. The 

visitor surveys are always carried out over winter, to coincide with the 

presence of overwintering birds, which are the focus of the project. 

 Visitor surveys are an important tool for understanding the usage of sites 

and visitor behaviour, and any changes in them over time.  Visitor interviews 

provide information on access patterns, reasons for visiting, routes taken on 

site, and the origin of visitors.  The provision of robust monitoring data is 

essential in order to measure the effectiveness of the mitigation approaches 

enacted by Bird Aware Solent.  The data can also be used to help inform 

future decision-making regarding where best to allocate resources in order 

to minimise any negative impacts of recreation upon the nature 

conservation value of the area.  

 

  



 

 

 Visitor survey work involved interviews and tally counts of people at ten 

locations across the Solent, including one on the Isle of Wight.  The tallies 

provide an overview of visitor flow at each survey location and the visitor 

interviews, involving a random sample of people, provide data on visitor 

origins, visitor profile and factors that influence visitor behaviour on site. 

 The ten survey locations were initially chosen following recommendations 

set out in the mitigation monitoring advice report (Liley, et al., 2016), and 

have all been previously subject to survey in the winters of 2009/10 and 

2017/18, allowing a direct comparison between them over time.  The survey 

locations are summarised in Table 1 and shown in Map 1.  



 

Table 1: Summary of survey locations (to be used in conjunction with Map 1) 

1. Calshot 

Based in car park, but also roaming north-east 

along beach and interviewing people 

parking/using small parking area on other side 

of road (with path heading north). 

Tally based on imaginary line around tarmacked car 

park.  All people stepping out of car park are ‘entering’ 

and those returning to vehicle ‘leaving’.  Maintain 

separate tally for small parking area on north side of 

road and people heading north/south along seawall 

from that area. 

SU485016 

2. Eling 

Through lane, past houses, path near children's 

playground (but not interviewing people solely 

using playground).  Surveyor roaming along 

shore path. 

Count all people using shore path, with separate tallies 

for those heading north-west and those heading south-

east. 

SU367126 

3. Weston Shore 
Based at car park.  Focus interviews on people 

actually walking from car park. 

Tally based on imaginary line around tarmacked 

carpark; all people stepping out of car park are 

‘entering’ and those returning to vehicle ‘leaving’.  Split 

by those accessing coastal path and adjacent woodland 

area.  Also keep counts of those passing alongside car 

park on coastal footpath, and those moving within the 

woodland area. 

SU445094 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash Nature 

Reserve 

Near gate onto shore, catching people walking 

along shore path and on path down from 

housing. 

Four separate tallies maintained: 1) those heading west 

along coast path that then turn north and head inland; 

2) those heading west along coast path that continue 

west and do not head north; 3) those heading east 

along coast path that then turn north and head inland; 

4) those heading east along coast path that continue 

west and do not head north. 

SU497042 

5. Salterns Quay 

Small grassy area and shoreline path.  Survey 

point near circular copse where paths meet.  

Surveyor to roam slightly, but no need to 

approach/interview people solely using 

playground to north. 

Count all people using shore path, with separate tallies 

for those heading north and south. 
SU581051 



 

6. Hilsea 

On shoreline at end of Horsea Lane, next to 

small triangular parking area and slipway, 

where road meets shoreline path. 

Count all people using shore path, with separate tallies 

for those heading north and south. 
SU648038 

7. Langstone 
Parking area at end of Southmoor Lane.  Survey 

location on shore adjacent to parking area. 

Count all people using shore path, with separate tallies 

for those heading north-west and south-east. Separate 

tally kept for those accessing boats. 

SU708049 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 

At path junction on Hayling Billy Coastal Path.  

Interview anyone passing, i.e. using the Hayling 

Billy Path or the other paths. 

Crossroads: need to maintain tallies for those 

approaching the crossroads (from either north, south, 

east or west) and those moving away from the 

crossroads (either north, south, east or west). 

SU712005 

9. West Itchenor 
On surfaced path just to the west of the 

boatyard. 

Count all people using shore path, with separate tallies 

for those heading west and east. 
SU796014 

10. Newtown, IOW 

Just before start of boardwalk/bridge, including 

the path running east-west along edge of 

marsh.  Interview any people passing on either 

path. 

Crossroads: need to maintain tallies for those 

approaching the crossroads (from either north, south, 

east or west) and those moving away from the 

crossroads (either north, south, east or west). 

SZ419909 

 



 



 

 Face-to-face visitor surveys were conducted using tablets running Snap 

survey software1.  A copy of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix 1.  

The questionnaire includes all of the questions used in the most recent 

visitor surveys (winter 2017/18), with an additional two questions regarding 

the England Coast Path.  Interviewees were selected at random, by 

approaching the next person seen after each interview was completed.  Only 

one person per group was interviewed and no minors (under 18s) were 

interviewed.  A record was also kept of the number of people declining to 

take part in the survey and the number of people approached who had 

already been interviewed. 

 As part of the survey, the interviewee was asked about the route they had 

taken on site (or were planning to take).  This was plotted on a paper map by 

the surveyor, with a unique reference to match it to the corresponding 

questionnaire data. 

 At the end of each interview, the surveyor recorded additional information 

about the interviewed group, including age ranges and sexes. 

 Alongside the interviews, the surveyor also made tally counts of all people 

passing through the survey location.  This included the number of groups 

(including groups of one), and the number of people, dogs, minors and 

bicycles within each. 

 As detailed in Table 1, tally counts were separated out based on the direction 

that people were travelling, with each survey location having between two 

and eight separate tally counts depending on the nature of the site.  Some 

locations were more complicated than others, usually due to there being 

several ways to access the coast, or where the surveyor was based at a path 

junction such as a crossroads.  As far as possible, the counts were carried 

out in the same way as the previous surveys to allow comparison.  In this 

report, combined totals for each location are used, but the raw counts are 

available if required. 

 

1 https://www.snapsurveys.com/ 



 

 The tally counts are approximate as it can be difficult to keep highly accurate 

counts when sites are busy and the surveyor is carrying out interviews at the 

same time, however they still give a sense of how busy each survey location 

was. 

 Each surveyor wore a name badge and a branded hi-vis jacket, and carried 

information cards in case members of the public wished to see identification 

or contact details.  Where surveys were based by a car park, the surveyor 

displayed a poster in their car window to indicate that visitor surveys were 

taking place. 

 Surveys were carried out twice at each location, on one weekday and one 

weekend day, with one of the survey days in November 2019 and the other 

in February or March 2020.  In each ‘pulse’ of fieldwork (i.e. November or 

February/March), half of the locations were surveyed on weekdays and half 

on weekend days.  Each survey day comprised eight hours of survey work in 

four two-hour sessions.  The timings of the sessions were: 07:00-09:00, 

09:30-11:30, 12:00-14:00 and 14:30-16:30.  This ensured a good coverage of 

daylight hours. 

 The dates of the surveys are shown in Table 2.  Wherever possible, fieldwork 

was scheduled to avoid adverse weather conditions.  However, in early 2020 

a series of extreme winter storms (namely Ciara, Dennis and Jorge) brought 

prolonged wet and windy weather for several weeks in February2.  An 

additional challenge was posed by the periodic cancellation of ferry crossings 

to the Isle of Wight due to the bad weather.  These circumstances led to 

three of the survey days (at Weston Shore, Salterns Quay and Newtown) 

being rescheduled for early March, rather than February as originally 

planned. 

 

 

 

2 Met Office website: 

https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/weather/learn-about/past-uk-weather-events#y2020  

https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/weather/learn-about/past-uk-weather-events#y2020


 

Table 2: Dates of surveys  

1. Calshot Sun 10/11/2019 Thu 06/02/2020 

2. Eling Sat 16/11/2019 Thu 13/02/2020 

3. Weston Shore Fri 15/11/2019 Sun 08/03/2020 

4. Hook-with-Warsash Nature Reserve Sat 23/11/2019 Mon 10/02/2020 

5. Salterns Quay Wed 20/11/2019 Sun 01/03/2020 

6. Hilsea Sun 24/11/2019 Tue 25/02/2020 

7. Langstone Tue 26/11/2019 Sat 29/02/2020 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Sun 24/11/2019 Mon 24/02/2020 

9. West Itchenor Mon 25/11/2019 Sun 23/02/2020 

10. Newtown, IOW Thu 07/11/2019 Sat 07/03/2020 

 

 Visitor routes were digitised within GIS (QGIS v3) as polylines, based on the 

mapped routes completed on paper maps in the field. 

 Home postcodes were geocoded using the Royal Mail Postzon 2019 

database.  Only complete, valid, postcodes were used in analysis of visitor 

origins.  Partial postcodes and named towns/villages were not included in 

any analysis due to the variation in precision. 

 Regarding averages within analyses, we refer to means (± 1 standard error) 

where the data are normally distributed, and median values where the data 

are not normally distributed.  In particular, data relating to the length of 

routes on site or distances from home postcode to survey point tend to be 

positively skewed, with a small number of very high values.  Box plots show 

median values (horizontal lines), interquartile ranges (boxes) and the upper 

and lower limits of the data (whiskers).  Mean values are marked with a 

cross.  Q3 refers to the upper quartile or 75th percentile i.e. the value below 

which 75% of the data lies. 

 The car park information in Table 11 was gathered using knowledge of the 

area and Google Maps.  It includes formal public car parks within 25m of the 

start/end of interviewee routes, as a way of identifying car parks likely to 

have been used by interviewees. 

 



 

 

 Over the 160 hours of fieldwork (16 hours at each survey location), a total of 

3,226 people and 1,067 dogs were counted, in 1,806 groups.  This gives an 

average (mean) group size of 1.8 people and 0.6 dogs.  A summary of tally 

counts is shown in Table 3 and Map 2. 

 The busiest survey location was Hilsea, with a total of 1,615 people counted 

over the 16 hours of surveying, giving an average of 101 people passing per 

hour.  The weekend survey at Hilsea included about 200 runners taking part 

in ‘Great Run Local Portsmouth’, first going north to south and then later 

counted again passing in the opposite direction.  Even if these runners are 

excluded, the count is still far higher than the other locations.  Newtown, on 

the Isle of Wight, was the quietest location, with just 63 people recorded 

passing over the 16 hours (equivalent to 3.9 people per hour). 

 The number of cyclists recorded was in single figures at most locations, with 

the notable exceptions of Hilsea (280 cyclists passing over 16 hours), Hayling 

Billy Trail (57) and Weston Shore (26).  On the weekday at Hilsea, over a third 

(35%) of people were observed using a bicycle, presumably commuting to 

work. 

 Weekend days were generally busier than weekdays, with 72% of people 

counted at weekends, as well as most minors (84%).  Group sizes were 

generally larger at weekends, with an average of 2.2 people per group 

compared to 1.2 people per group on weekdays.  The number of dogs per 

group, however, was the same for weekends and weekdays, at 0.6 dogs per 

group. 

 Looking at individual survey locations, Salterns Quay had, on average, the 

most dogs per group with 1.1 per group and Hilsea had the lowest, 0.4 dogs 

per group. 

 The number of groups interviewed represented approximately 15% of all 

groups seen, however this varied greatly between locations.  Since only one 

group could be interviewed at a time (during which time several other 

groups may pass by), the proportion of groups interviewed was higher at 

quieter sites.  Indeed, at Newtown 51% of groups seen were interviewed.  It 

is also worth considering that some groups will have been seen more than 

once, for example when they set off for a walk and when they return, so 

would have been counted twice but only approached for interview once.



 

Table 3: Summary of tally counts by survey location and weekday/weekend.  The ‘people’ column is a headcount of all people seen, including minors and 

those on bicycles.  In addition, the ‘minors’ and ‘bicycles’ columns were not exclusive counts.  These counts are a summary of all people seen, regardless 

of which direction they were going in.  Therefore, it is an indication of overall ‘busyness’ of each location, rather than people specifically going towards 

the sea.  Tallies for the Hayling Billy Trail and Newtown survey points have been adjusted to avoid double-counting, as they were located at path 

crossroads where the surveyor counted people by the direction from which they approached and also by the direction they were heading in.  The three 

highest counts in each column are highlighted in red. 

1. Calshot 41 66 29 4 0 75 199 34 45 1 116 265 63 49 1 13 

2. Eling 32 44 28 1 0 41 76 44 13 0 73 120 72 14 0 25 

3. Weston Shore 68 92 42 3 13 122 222 59 28 13 190 314 101 31 26 19 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 44 44 48 2 0 69 107 62 9 1 113 151 110 11 1 32 

5. Salterns Quay 72 86 88 2 1 54 82 49 14 5 126 168 137 16 6 37 

6. Hilsea 352 419 139 33 147 473 1,196 204 105 133 825 1,615 343 138 280 41 

7. Langstone 24 28 18 1 0 29 40 29 0 1 53 68 47 1 1 20 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 37 43 32 0 6 141 227 63 21 51 178 270 95 21 57 36 

9. West Itchenor 31 37 30 3 0 66 155 53 28 1 97 192 83 31 1 26 

10. Newtown 26 45 11 1 3 9 18 5 3 0 35 63 16 4 3 18 

Total 727 904 465 50 170 1,079 2,322 602 266 206 1,806 3,226 1,067 316 376 267 

 

 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 A total of 267 interviews were completed.  Each interview took between 7 

and 17 minutes, with a median length of 12 minutes.  This time includes 

completion of the final two questions, which the surveyor completed after 

the interviewee had left.   

 Overall, 430 groups (either as lone individuals or parties of more than one) 

were intercepted.  These included the 267 groups who were interviewed, an 

additional 136 groups who declined to take part, 10 who could not be 

interviewed due to language issues and 17 who were approached but had 

already been interviewed.  Reasons given for refusing to take part were 

varied, but included: not enough time, too cold/too wet, on their way to 

work, unable to stop due to their dog, and runners/cyclists who did not want 

to stop.  At both Weston Shore and Calshot, the surveyor noted that several 

people were sitting in their cars, enjoying the views but not getting out, so 

were not able to be interviewed. 

 More interviews were completed at weekends (60%) compared to weekdays 

(40%).  The only location where this was reversed was at Newtown on the 

Isle of Wight (see Table 4). 

Table 4: Number (%) of interviews by day type and survey location, with the highest figure in each 

row highlighted in red 

1. Calshot 3 (23) 10 (77) 13 (100) 

2. Eling 7 (28) 18 (72) 25 (100) 

3. Weston Shore 9 (47) 10 (53) 19 (100) 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 15 (47) 17 (53) 32 (100) 

5. Salterns Quay 17 (46) 20 (54) 37 (100) 

6. Hilsea 17 (41) 24 (59) 41 (100) 

7. Langstone 7 (35) 13 (65) 20 (100) 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 12 (33) 24 (67) 36 (100) 

9. West Itchenor 11 (42) 15 (58) 26 (100) 

10. Newtown 10 (56) 8 (44) 18 (100) 

Total 108 (40) 159 (60) 267 (100) 



 

 51% of interviewees were identified as female (by the surveyor) and 49% 

male.  The average (mean) group size of interviewees was 1.6 people with 0.8 

dogs per group.  Only 19 groups (7%) included one or more minors.  Group 

sizes were slightly larger at weekends, with an average of 1.8 people per 

interviewed group, compared to 1.4 people per interviewed group on 

weekdays.   

 Calshot tended to have the largest group sizes, with an average of 2.6 people 

per interviewed group.  The location with the highest proportion of dogs was 

Salterns Quay, with an average of 1.2 dogs per interviewed group.  Across all 

locations, approximately 65% of dogs were observed off lead at the time of 

the interview. 

 Almost all (96%) of interviews were locals on a day trip or short visit from 

home.  Only two interviewees were staying with friends or family, whilst nine 

were on holiday.  Only four survey locations recorded interviews with 

holidaymakers: Calshot (15% of interviewees), Newtown (11%), Hayling Billy 

Trail (8%) and West Itchenor (8%). 

 Holidaymakers were staying in a mix of accommodation types, including 

second homes, self-catering accommodation, campervans/caravans, B&Bs 

and hotels/motels. 

 Overall, the majority of interviewees across all survey locations were either 

dog walking (163 interviewees, 61%) or walking without a dog (67 

interviewees, 25%).  Bird/wildlife watching was the main activity of 14 

interviewees (5%).  Fewer than 5% of interviewees identified the following as 

their main activity: enjoying the scenery, beach activity, cycling/mountain 

biking, photography, fishing, family outing, jogging/power walking and 

meeting with friends. 

 Other activities that didn’t fall into one of the pre-determined categories 

were: metal detecting, collecting seaweed for the garden, visiting a café, 

research for a painting and conservation volunteering (scrub bashing and 

litter picking with Friends of Langstone Harbour).  These were given by one 

interviewee each.   

 



 

 Responses varied greatly by survey location, as shown in Table 5 and Map 3.  

Despite dog walking being the most frequently recorded activity overall, the 

proportion of interviewees carrying out the activity ranged from 22% to 89% 

across the survey locations.  At Calshot and Hilsea, the most commonly 

recorded activity was walking (given by 31% and 46% of interviewees 

respectively) and at Newtown the most commonly recorded activity was 

bird/wildlife watching (6 interviewees, 33%). 

 It is worth noting, that some visitors such as runners and cyclists are difficult 

to interview as they typically do not have time to stop, or are reluctant to do 

so.  Only 3 interviewees (1%) gave their main activity as ‘cycling/mountain 

biking’, even though 12% of people in the tally counts (Table 3) were on 

bicycles.  Likewise, only one interviewee gave their main activity as 

‘running/jogging’, however surveyors noted that several runners were seen.



 

Table 5: Number (%) of interviews by activity type and survey location, with the highest figure in each row highlighted in red.  Activities only given by 

one interviewee are grouped in the ‘Other’ column 

1. Calshot 3 (23) 4 (31) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (23) 0 (0) 1 (8) 1 (8) 1 (8) 13 (100) 

2. Eling 18 (72) 4 (16) 3 (12) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 25 (100) 

3. Weston Shore 12 (63) 6 (32) 1 (5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 19 (100) 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
25 (78) 4 (13) 0 (0) 2 (6) 0 (0) 1 (3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 32 (100) 

5. Salterns Quay 33 (89) 4 (11) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 37 (100) 

6. Hilsea 18 (44) 19 (46) 1 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (2) 41 (100) 

7. Langstone 8 (40) 6 (30) 0 (0) 3 (15) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (15) 20 (100) 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 26 (72) 7 (19) 2 (6) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (3) 36 (100) 

9. West Itchenor 16 (62) 8 (31) 1 (4) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (4) 26 (100) 

10. Newtown 4 (22) 5 (28) 6 (33) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (6) 1 (6) 1 (6) 18 (100) 

Total 163 (61) 67 (25) 14 (5) 5 (2) 3 (1) 3 (1) 2 (1) 2 (1) 8 (3) 267 (100) 

 

 



 



 

Visit duration (Q4) 

 Time spent on site was categorised using pre-defined classes, with the most 

common one being ‘between 30 minutes and 1 hour’ (given by 151 

interviewees, 57%).  See Table 6 for a breakdown by activity, although note 

that the sample size is small for some activities. 

 Estimating a single approximate value in minutes3 for each category enabled 

us to calculate an approximate average visit duration.  This technique is 

simplistic and resulting values are considered very approximate, however it 

serves well to allow comparison of a single value and provide a ranking to 

the sites.  Using this technique, the average visit length of interviewees was 

approximately 60 minutes.   

Table 6: Number (%) of interviews by activity and visit duration, with the highest figure in each row 

highlighted in red.  Activities are sorted by the number of interviewees in descending order. 

Dog walking 18 (11) 105 (64) 37 (23) 2 (1) 1 (1) 0 (0) 163 (100) 

Walking 11 (16) 33 (49) 18 (27) 4 (6) 0 (0) 1 (1) 67 (100) 

Bird/wildlife 

watching 
1 (7) 6 (43) 4 (29) 2 (14) 0 (0) 1 (7) 14 (100) 

Enjoying the 

scenery 
2 (40) 1 (20) 2 (40) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 5 (100) 

Beach activity 0 (0) 1 (33) 2 (67) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (100) 

Cycling/mountain 

biking 
0 (0) 1 (33) 1 (33) 1 (33) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (100) 

Photography 0 (0) 2 (100) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (100) 

Fishing 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (50) 0 (0) 1 (50) 0 (0) 2 (100) 

Other 1 (13) 2 (25) 4 (50) 0 (0) 1 (13) 0 (0) 8 (100) 

Total 33 (12) 151 (57) 69 (26) 9 (3) 3 (1) 2 (1) 267 (100) 

 

 

 

3 Approximate midpoints for each category used to estimate average visit durations:  

Less than 30 minutes: 20 minutes; 30 minutes to 1 hour: 45 minutes; 1-2 hours: 90 minutes; 2-3 

hours: 150 minutes; 3-4 hours: 210 minutes; 4 hours+: 270 minutes. 



 

 Examining the responses by survey location (Figure 1) shows some variation 

between locations, with Eling generally having the shortest visits (an average 

length of 40 minutes with 96% of interviewees spending no more than 1 

hour there).  Hilsea had the longest average visit duration at 75 minutes. 

 

Figure 1: Summary of visit duration by survey location with the estimated average visit length in 

minutes and number of interviewees (n) 

Frequency of visits (Q5) 

 The frequency with which interviewees visit the location they were 

interviewed at was also recorded using set categories.  The most frequently 

recorded category was “1-3 times a week” given by 24% of interviewees 

across all locations (63 interviewees), followed closely by “daily” (including 

more frequently than once a day) given by 23% of interviewees (61).  

Amongst dog walkers, 49% of them said they typically visit either every day 

or most days (Table 7). 

 



 

 The location with the most regular visitors was Salterns Quay (see Figure 2) 

where over half of the interviewees stated that they visited daily (51%).  

Conversely, at Calshot 77% of interviewees said they only visited once a 

month or less. 

Table 7: Number (%) of interviews by activity and visit frequency, with the highest figure in each row 

highlighted in red 

Dog walking 55 (34) 25 (15) 40 (25) 11 (7) 12 (7) 13 (8) 7 (4) 163 (100) 

Walking 4 (6) 8 (12) 16 (24) 4 (6) 10 (15) 16 (24) 9 (13) 67 (100) 

Bird/wildlife 

watching 
0 (0) 1 (7) 3 (21) 4 (29) 1 (7) 0 (0) 5 (36) 14 (100) 

Enjoying the 

scenery 
1 (20) 1 (20) 1 (20) 1 (20) 0 (0) 1 (20) 0 (0) 5 (100) 

Beach activity 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (33) 2 (67) 0 (0) 3 (100) 

Cycling/ 

mountain biking 
0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (33) 1 (33) 1 (33) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (100) 

Photography 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (50) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (50) 2 (100) 

Fishing 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (100) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (100) 

Other 1 (13) 0 (0) 2 (25) 0 (0) 2 (25) 1 (13) 2 (25) 8 (100) 

Total 61 (23) 35 (13) 63 (24) 24 (9) 27 (10) 33 (12) 24 (9) 267 (100) 

 

 Using a similar technique to the visit duration we assigned a single 

approximate number of visits per year for each category4.  This approach is 

not considered robust, and is highly approximate, but it does serve to give a 

single averaged estimate.  Overall, the estimated average visit frequency was 

around 130 visits per year, equivalent to 2 or 3 visits per week.   

 

 

 

4 Estimated visits per year for each category: 

Daily: 350 visits per year; Most days: 200 visits per year; 1 to 3 times a week: 110 visits per year; 2 

to 3 times a month: 27.5 visits per year; Once a month: 10.5 visits per year; Less than once a 

month: 2.5 visits per year; First visit or Other: 1 visit per year. 



 

 

Figure 2: Summary of visit frequency by survey location, with the estimated average number of 

visits per year and number of interviews (n) 

 

Time of day (Q6) 

 When asked about whether they tended to visit at a specific time of day, a 

third of interviewees (89, 33%) said they didn’t have a regular pattern and the 

times of their visits varied.  Of those who expressed a preference, the most 

popular answer was early morning, given by 59 interviewees (22%).  Answers 

did vary slightly by survey location, with over 60% of interviewees at 

Langstone and Newtown saying that the time they visited varies, whereas at 

Hook-with-Warsash there was a tendency for early morning and late 

afternoon visits (see Table 8). 

 

 

 



 

Table 8: Number (%) of interviewees by survey location and the time(s) they typically visit.  Multiple 

answers were possible for this question, so percentages are calculated from the number of 

interviewees rather than the number of responses.  The highest figure in each row is highlighted in 

red. 

1. Calshot 0 (0) 2 (15) 4 (31) 0 (0) 1 (8) 5 (38) 1 (8) 13 (100) 

2. Eling 7 (28) 5 (20) 1 (4) 5 (20) 2 (8) 8 (32) 4 (16) 25 (100) 

3. Weston Shore 5 (26) 6 (32) 0 (0) 5 (26) 2 (11) 5 (26) 0 (0) 19 (100) 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
9 (28) 7 (22) 5 (16) 10 (31) 7 (22) 4 (13) 1 (3) 32 (100) 

5. Salterns Quay 9 (24) 7 (19) 6 (16) 7 (19) 9 (24) 12 (32) 1 (3) 37 (100) 

6. Hilsea 13 (32) 10 (24) 7 (17) 7 (17) 6 (15) 9 (22) 4 (10) 41 (100) 

7. Langstone 1 (5) 2 (10) 3 (15) 0 (0) 2 (10) 13 (65) 0 (0) 20 (100) 

8. Hayling Billy 

Trail 
8 (22) 6 (17) 0 (0) 4 (11) 5 (14) 14 (39) 6 (17) 36 (100) 

9. West Itchenor 3 (12) 6 (23) 2 (8) 4 (15) 0 (0) 8 (31) 5 (19) 26 (100) 

10. Newtown 4 (22) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (6) 2 (11) 11 (61) 2 (11) 18 (100) 

Total 59 (22) 51 (19) 28 (10) 43 (16) 36 (13) 89 (33) 24 (9) 267 (100) 

 

Time of year (Q7) 

 When asked how their visit pattern varies across the seasons, interviewees at 

all survey locations expressed a preference for visiting equally all year round 

(191 interviewees in total, 72%; see Table 9).  At Hook-with-Warsash, 

interviewees were mostly likely to visit all year round, with 91% giving this 

answer.  Interviewees at Calshot were least likely to visit all year round (54%), 

with other preferences given as winter (38%), autumn (23%) and spring 

(15%).   

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 9: Number (%) of interviewees by survey location and the season(s) that they typically visit.  

Multiple answers were possible for this question, so percentages are calculated from the number of 

interviewees rather than the number of responses.  The highest figure in each row is highlighted in 

red. 

1. Calshot 2 (15) 0 (0) 3 (23) 5 (38) 7 (54) 0 (0) 1 (8) 13 (100) 

2. Eling 1 (4) 3 (12) 1 (4) 1 (4) 17 (68) 0 (0) 4 (16) 25 (100) 

3. Weston Shore 2 (11) 2 (11) 2 (11) 2 (11) 13 (68) 1 (5) 0 (0) 19 (100) 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 2 (6) 2 (6) 0 (0) 0 (0) 29 (91) 0 (0) 1 (3) 32 (100) 

5. Salterns Quay 2 (5) 9 (24) 0 (0) 0 (0) 26 (70) 1 (3) 1 (3) 37 (100) 

6. Hilsea 0 (0) 3 (7) 1 (2) 1 (2) 33 (80) 0 (0) 4 (10) 41 (100) 

7. Langstone 1 (5) 6 (30) 1 (5) 0 (0) 12 (60) 1 (5) 0 (0) 20 (100) 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 2 (6) 5 (14) 2 (6) 2 (6) 25 (69) 0 (0) 6 (17) 36 (100) 

9. West Itchenor 1 (4) 2 (8) 3 (12) 4 (15) 17 (65) 0 (0) 4 (15) 26 (100) 

10. Newtown 1 (6) 2 (11) 1 (6) 2 (11) 12 (67) 0 (0) 2 (11) 18 (100) 

Total 14 (5) 34 (13) 14 (5) 17 (6) 191 (72) 3 (1) 23 (9) 267 (100) 

 

 Across all survey locations there was a fairly even split between interviewees 

arriving by car/van and those arriving on foot (55% and 43% respectively).  

Only 4 interviewees (1%) came by bicycle.  However, patterns varied across 

survey locations with, for example, 92% of interviewees at Calshot arriving by 

car/van compared to 84% of interviewees at Salterns Quay arriving on foot 

(see Table 10). 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 10: Number (%) of interviewees by mode of transport and survey location.  The highest figure 

in each row is highlighted in red. 

1. Calshot 12 (92) 1 (8) 0 (0) 13 (100) 

2. Eling 14 (56) 11 (44) 0 (0) 25 (100) 

3. Weston Shore 17 (89) 2 (11) 0 (0) 19 (100) 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 21 (66) 10 (31) 1 (3) 32 (100) 

5. Salterns Quay 6 (16) 31 (84) 0 (0) 37 (100) 

6. Hilsea 15 (37) 23 (56) 3 (7) 41 (100) 

7. Langstone 15 (75) 5 (25) 0 (0) 20 (100) 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 16 (44) 20 (56) 0 (0) 36 (100) 

9. West Itchenor 18 (69) 8 (31) 0 (0) 26 (100) 

10. Newtown 14 (78) 4 (22) 0 (0) 18 (100) 

Total 148 (55) 115 (43) 4 (1) 267 (100) 

 

 Of the 148 interviewees who arrived by car/van, 57% parked in a free car 

park, 18% in a charging car park, 20% used roadside parking and 5% parked 

in a layby.  These figures were very different depending on survey location, 

as shown in Figure 3.  Many sites presented a mix of parking locations, with 

only Calshot, Weston Shore and Hilsea of all one parking type.  We do not 

know which specific car parks were used by interviewees, however details of 

ones within 25m of interviewee route start/end points are shown in Table 11.  

This does not include any on-street parking or laybys. 

 



 

 

Figure 3: Number (%) of interviewees using each type of parking location.  n= number of 

interviewees who arrived by car/van. 

 

Table 11: Formal public car parks within 25m of interviewee route start/end points. 

1. Calshot Calshot Yes 

2. Eling Eling Cemetery No 

3. Weston Shore Weston Parade  No 

4. Hook-with-Warsash Warsash Road No 

5. Salterns Quay   

6. Hilsea 
Mountbatten Centre 

Hilsea Lido 

No 

No 

7. Langstone Southmoor Lane Part 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 

Hayling Billy Line at North Hayling Halt 

Victoria Road 

Station Road 

No 

No 

No 

9. West Itchenor Itchenor (Chichester Harbour Conservancy) Yes 

10. Newtown Newtown (National Trust) 
Yes, although free 

to members 



 

 

 Routes were mapped for 265 interviewees.  This number excludes two 

people at Langstone who were interviewed but did not leave the car park as 

they were just enjoying the view.  The mapped routes across all sites are 

shown in Map 4, with more detailed maps for each survey location included 

in Appendix 2. 

 Route lengths across all survey locations ranged from 210m to 27.9km, with 

a median length of 2.2km and mean length of 3.2 ± 0.2km. 

 At Calshot, Eling, Salterns Quay, Langstone and Newtown, most interviewees 

had fairly short routes (median length < 2km) (see Figure 4).  Hayling Billy 

Trail, on Hayling Island, had the largest median route length (at 5.0km). 

 Across all locations, dog walkers had a median route length of 2.2km, 

walkers 2.6km and those who were bird/wildlife watching 1.3km, although 

birdwatchers showed a greater variation in the route length (see Figure 5). 

 



 

 

Figure 4: Box plot of route lengths by survey location. 



 

 

Figure 5: Box plot of route lengths by activity.  Activities with fewer than 5 interviewees are grouped 

as 'Other'.



 



 

 68% of interviewees indicated that their route on the day of the interview 

was of typical length.  17% said it was much shorter than their typical route, 

1% said it was much longer and 5% said they were not sure or had no typical 

visit.  8% were visiting for the first time. 

 Interviewees were asked which parts of the shoreline their route included, 

and answers are shown in Table 12.  Across all survey locations, 71% of 

interviewees went on the seawall/prom, 37% went on the beach/shingle, 7% 

accessed the intertidal zone and 3% entered the water.  Eling was the only 

survey location where the majority of interviewees (76%) did not access the 

shoreline at all.  At Hook-with-Warsash, almost all interviewees (94%) went 

onto the beach. 

Table 12: Number (%) of interviewees who accessed different parts of the shoreline, by survey 

location.  Multiple answers were possible, so percentages are shown out of the number of 

interviewees rather than the number of answers.  The highest value in each row is highlighted in 

red. 

1. Calshot 8 (62) 10 (77) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 13 (100) 

2. Eling 0 (0) 7 (28) 0 (0) 2 (8) 19 (76) 0 (0) 25 (100) 

3. Weston 

Shore 
11 (58) 11 (58) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (16) 0 (0) 19 (100) 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
0 (0) 30 (94) 7 (22) 1 (3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 32 (100) 

5. Salterns 

Quay 
37 (100) 3 (8) 3 (8) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 37 (100) 

6. Hilsea 41 (100) 2 (5) 1 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 41 (100) 

7. Langstone 20 (100) 5 (25) 1 (5) 0 (0) 1 (5) 0 (0) 20 (100) 

8. Hayling 

Billy Trail 
31 (86) 19 (53) 8 (22) 4 (11) 5 (14) 0 (0) 36 (100) 

9. West 

Itchenor 
24 (92) 13 (50) 0 (0) 2 (8) 0 (0) 1 (4) 26 (100) 

10. Newtown 18 (100) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 18 (100) 

Total 190 (71) 100 (37) 20 (7) 9 (3) 28 (10) 1 (0) 267 (100) 

 

 The factor that influenced interviewees’ routes the most was previous 

knowledge of the area (38% of interviewees overall), followed by the weather 

(21% of interviewees).  Nevertheless, there were many other influencing 

factors, and some variation between survey locations, as shown in Table 13.



 

Table 13: Factors that influenced route choice, by survey location.  Multiple answers were possible, so percentages are shown out of the number of 

interviewees rather than the number of answers.  The highest three values in each column are highlighted in red. 

Previous knowledge of area / 

experience 
10 (77) 16 (64) 14 (74) 8 (25) 13 (35) 11 (27) 2 (10) 11 (31) 6 (23) 11 (61) 102 (38) 

Weather 4 (31) 3 (12) 7 (37) 7 (22) 5 (14) 6 (15) 5 (25) 7 (19) 5 (19) 8 (44) 57 (21) 

Avoiding muddy tracks / paths 2 (15) 2 (8) 6 (32) 1 (3) 11 (30) 3 (7) 5 (25) 5 (14) 10 (38) 2 (11) 47 (18) 

Wanting to be near water 3 (23) 11 (44) 2 (11) 5 (16) 2 (5) 3 (7) 5 (25) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (6) 32 (12) 

Time 2 (15) 4 (16) 0 (0) 3 (9) 5 (14) 3 (7) 1 (5) 4 (11) 0 (0) 2 (11) 24 (9) 

Activity undertaken 

(e.g. presence of dog) 
3 (23) 2 (8) 1 (5) 5 (16) 5 (14) 3 (7) 2 (10) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 21 (8) 

Tide 2 (15) 7 (28) 1 (5) 2 (6) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (10) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (17) 17 (6) 

Followed a marked trail 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (3) 12 (29) 0 (0) 1 (3) 0 (0) 1 (6) 15 (6) 

Wildlife 0 (0) 3 (12) 2 (11) 0 (0) 1 (3) 0 (0) 2 (10) 1 (3) 1 (4) 3 (17) 13 (5) 

Viewpoint / headland / feature 3 (23) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (3) 1 (3) 1 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (12) 1 (6) 10 (4) 

Other users (avoiding crowds etc) 1 (8) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (9) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (6) 2 (8) 0 (0) 8 (3) 

Group members 

(e.g. kids, less able) 
0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (6) 1 (4) 0 (0) 5 (2) 

Interpretation / leaflets / 

promotion 
0 (0) 2 (8) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (5) 1 (3) 0 (0) 1 (6) 5 (2) 

Café 2 (15) 0 (0) 1 (5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (4) 0 (0) 4 (1) 

Other 0 (0) 4 (16) 4 (21) 8 (25) 8 (22) 16 (39) 6 (30) 8 (22) 5 (19) 2 (11) 61 (23) 

Total interviewees 13 (100) 25 (100) 19 (100) 32 (100) 37 (100) 41 (100) 20 (100) 36 (100) 26 (100) 18 (100) 267 (100) 



 

 Interviewees were asked to list their reason(s) for choosing to visit the 

interview location, and then asked to name which one of these was their 

main reason for visiting.  Overall, being ‘close to home’ was the most 

common answer, given by 119 interviewees (45%) across all locations, 

including 75 interviewees (28%) who gave it as their main reason (see Figure 

6).  The next most common answers were ‘near the coast/water’ (35%) and 

‘for the scenery/variety of views’ (26%). 

 Some of the reasons grouped in the ‘Other’ category included ‘for a 

change/variety’, ‘en route to somewhere else’ and ‘sociable – know the other 

dogs and people here’. 



 

 

Figure 6: Reasons for site choice across all survey locations, as categorised by the surveyor.  Several 

reasons could be given, although only one ‘main’ reason. 

 48% of interviewees across all locations were aware of the development of 

the England Coast Path, with a further 46% unaware and 5% unsure. 

 A follow-up question asked whether the England Coast Path would lead the 

interviewee to exploring new sections of the coast.  Over two thirds (68%) of 

interviewees said it would, 9% said it would not, 21% said it would depend on 

other factors and 2% were unsure. 



 

 Interviewees were asked whether they were aware of any habitats or species 

that might be impacted by recreation.  Overall, a third of interviewees (91 

interviewees, 34%) were not aware of any or could not name any.  However, 

two of these interviewees did go on to mention more general environmental 

concerns regarding plastic, sewage, and pollution from cargo ships and 

cruise liners.  Two interviewees said that they did not think birds are affected 

at all by recreation. 

 Over a quarter of interviewees (69 interviewees, 26%) mentioned wintering 

waterbirds and a fifth (55 interviewees, 21%) were able to name a particular 

species of bird that might be impacted (see Figure 7). 

 Wildlife named within the ‘Other’ responses were deer (11 interviewees), 

foxes (4 interviewees), reptiles (3 interviewees), dormice (2 interviewees), 

grassland invertebrates (2 interviewees) and various other animals (each 

named by 1 interviewee). 

 Eleven interviewees mentioned disturbance being an issue, particularly from 

dogs and paddleboarders.  There were also concerns about littering 

(including disposable BBQs) and bait digging.   

 Figure 8 illustrates the different levels of awareness across the survey 

locations.  77% of interviewees at Calshot were unaware of any habitats or 

species vulnerable to the impacts from recreation (lowest awareness), 

whereas 89% of interviewees at Newtown were (highest awareness). 



 

 

Figure 7: Habitats and species vulnerable to impacts from recreation identified by interviewees 

across all survey locations (number and %) in response to Q16. 

 

Figure 8: Percentage of interviewees at each survey location who were not aware of any habitats or 

species that might be affected by recreation 



 

 Overall, approximately a quarter of interviewees, (69 interviewees, 26%) had 

heard of Bird Aware Solent, 19% had seen one of the rangers and 16% had 

spoken to one of the rangers (see Table 14).  Newtown had the highest 

proportion of interviewees who had seen a ranger (44%).  In contrast, at 

Hilsea only 5% of interviewees had seen a ranger. 

 Interviewees weren’t asked for any more details regarding their contact with 

the rangers.  Additional comments from some interviewees however 

indicated that they had been given a leaflet (5 interviewees), had looked 

through a telescope or binoculars (2 interviewees) or participated in a survey 

(2 interviewees).  At Newtown, 4 interviewees had spoken to a National Trust 

warden or volunteer. One interviewee at Eling said they had seen rangers at 

Lepe Country Park talk about coastal birds and winter disturbance. 

 

Table 14: Number (%) of interviewees who answered ‘Yes’ to Q17, Q18 or Q19 regarding awareness of 

or interactions with Bird Aware Solent, by survey location.  The lowest three values in each column 

are highlighted in red. 

1. Calshot 4 (31) 4 (31) 3 (23) 13 (100) 

2. Eling 9 (36) 7 (28) 7 (28) 25 (100) 

3. Weston Shore 5 (26) 3 (16) 3 (16) 19 (100) 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 14 (44) 9 (28) 7 (22) 32 (100) 

5. Salterns Quay 14 (38) 8 (22) 6 (16) 37 (100) 

6. Hilsea 7 (17) 2 (5) 2 (5) 41 (100) 

7. Langstone 2 (10) 2 (10) 2 (10) 20 (100) 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 3 (8) 7 (19) 4 (11) 36 (100) 

9. West Itchenor 3 (12) 2 (8) 2 (8) 26 (100) 

10. Newtown 8 (44) 8 (44) 8 (44) 18 (100) 

Total 69 (26) 52 (19) 44 (16) 267 (100) 

 

 

 



 

 Interviewees’ awareness of habitats or species vulnerable to the impacts of 

recreation was slightly higher amongst those who had spoken to a ranger 

(77%) compared to those who hadn’t spoken to a ranger (64%), see Table 15 

and Figure 9. 

Table 15: Number (% of column) of interviewees by their awareness of habitats or species 

vulnerable to recreation (Q16) and whether or not they had spoken to a Bird Aware Solent ranger 

(Q19). 

Named at least one habitat/species 34 (77) 142 (64) 176 (66) 

No/none/can’t name any 10 (23) 81 (36) 91 (34) 

Total 44 (100) 223 (100) 267 (100) 

 

 

Figure 9: Stacked bar chart showing the percentage of interviewees by their awareness of 

vulnerable habitats or species and whether or not they had spoken to a ranger, by location. 

 



 

 Overall, 45% of interviewees made suggestions on ways in which access 

could be improved.  This percentage varied by site, from only 23% at Calshot 

to 59% at Salterns Quay (see Table 16).  Responses were grouped into 

categories by the surveyor.  The most popular suggestion was better paths 

(42 interviewees, 16%), followed by more bins/less litter (15 interviewees, 

6%). 

 Answers in the ‘Other’ category were extremely varied and are listed in 

Appendix 3 by survey location.  Some of the themes identified were: muddy 

paths, improving access for disabled and elderly visitors, and conflicts 

between different user groups, e.g. walkers and cyclists.



 

Table 16: Number (%) of interviewees who would like to see changes in access, by survey location.  Options were not shown to interviewees, but grouped 

into categories by the surveyor.  The highest value in each column (excluding ‘no change’) is highlighted in red. 

Better / surfaced paths 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (5) 4 (13) 16 (43) 0 (0) 5 (25) 10 (28) 4 (15) 2 (11) 42 (16) 

More bins / less litter 0 (0) 2 (8) 2 (11) 2 (6) 1 (3) 3 (7) 1 (5) 2 (6) 0 (0) 2 (11) 15 (6) 

Separate paths for cyclists/walkers 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (11) 1 (3) 0 (0) 5 (12) 0 (0) 3 (8) 2 (8) 0 (0) 13 (5) 

More dog poo bins 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (9) 3 (8) 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (11) 0 (0) 0 (0) 10 (4) 

Better parking 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (11) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (5) 1 (3) 1 (4) 0 (0) 5 (2) 

Less parking charges 2 (15) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (10) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (6) 5 (2) 

More natural / wild 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (5) 2 (6) 0 (0) 1 (6) 5 (2) 

Café 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (7) 1 (5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (1) 

Controls on dogs and dog fouling 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (3) 1 (2) 1 (5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (6) 4 (1) 

More facilities 0 (0) 1 (4) 1 (5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (6) 4 (1) 

Better access 0 (0) 1 (4) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (6) 3 (1) 

Improvements to habitats/scenery 1 (8) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (1) 

More paths 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (0) 

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

Other 0 (0) 6 (24) 3 (16) 4 (13) 5 (14) 9 (22) 2 (10) 6 (17) 5 (19) 2 (11) 42 (16) 

No changes suggested 10 (77) 17 (68) 11 (58) 20 (63) 15 (41) 21 (51) 9 (45) 17 (47) 15 (58) 11 (61) 146 (55) 

Total interviewees 13 (100) 25 (100) 19 (100) 32 (100) 37 (100) 41 (100) 20 (100) 36 (100) 26 (100) 18 (100) 267 (100) 



 

 Overall, 108 interviewees (40%) indicated that at least 75% of their weekly 

visits for their chosen activity take place at the location at which they were 

interviewed, including 25 interviewees (9%) who said that all of their visits 

took place at that location.  At Salterns Quay, Weston Shore and Hilsea, 

visitors were particularly loyal, with over 55% answering that either all, or at 

least 75%, of their visits take place there (see Table 17).  At West Itchenor 

interviewees were most likely to visit other sites more frequently, with 46% 

of interviewees making less than 25% of their weekly visits there. 

Table 17: Number (%) of interviewees and proportion of their visits typically undertaken at the 

location where they were interviewed.  The highest value in each row is highlighted red. 

1. Calshot 1 (8) 0 (0) 5 (38) 3 (23) 3 (23) 1 (8) 13 (100) 

2. Eling 1 (4) 9 (36) 5 (20) 2 (8) 7 (28) 1 (4) 25 (100) 

3. Weston Shore 2 (11) 9 (47) 4 (21) 2 (11) 2 (11) 0 (0) 19 (100) 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
2 (6) 13 (41) 3 (9) 4 (13) 8 (25) 2 (6) 32 (100) 

5. Salterns Quay 4 (11) 19 (51) 6 (16) 5 (14) 2 (5) 1 (3) 37 (100) 

6. Hilsea 6 (15) 17 (41) 3 (7) 2 (5) 8 (20) 5 (12) 41 (100) 

7. Langstone 2 (10) 5 (25) 2 (10) 4 (20) 4 (20) 3 (15) 20 (100) 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 4 (11) 7 (19) 3 (8) 9 (25) 7 (19) 6 (17) 36 (100) 

9. West Itchenor 1 (4) 2 (8) 1 (4) 5 (19) 12 (46) 5 (19) 26 (100) 

10. Newtown 2 (11) 2 (11) 4 (22) 4 (22) 3 (17) 3 (17) 18 (100) 

Total 25 (9) 83 (31) 36 (13) 40 (15) 56 (21) 27 (10) 267 (100) 

 

 Across all interview locations, 82% of interviewees named another site that 

they would have visited instead, had they not been able to visit the interview 

location on the day of the survey, with only 5% indicating that they wouldn’t 

have visited anywhere else (see Table 18).   



 

Table 18: Number (%) of interviewees and whether they would visit another site if they couldn’t visit 

the one they were visiting.  The highest value in each row is highlighted red. 

1. Calshot 13 (100) 0 (0) 0 (0) 13 (100) 

2. Eling 19 (76) 1 (4) 5 (20) 25 (100) 

3. Weston Shore 14 (74) 1 (5) 4 (21) 19 (100) 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 23 (72) 3 (9) 6 (19) 32 (100) 

5. Salterns Quay 34 (92) 1 (3) 2 (5) 37 (100) 

6. Hilsea 34 (83) 3 (7) 4 (10) 41 (100) 

7. Langstone 16 (80) 2 (10) 2 (10) 20 (100) 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 32 (89) 0 (0) 4 (11) 36 (100) 

9. West Itchenor 22 (85) 0 (0) 4 (15) 26 (100) 

10. Newtown 12 (67) 2 (11) 4 (22) 18 (100) 

Total 219 (82) 13 (5) 35 (13) 267 (100) 

 

 The list of alternative named sites has been rationalised by correcting 

spellings and grouping names that clearly refer to the same place (for 

example, ‘Bere Forest’ and ‘Forest of Bere’).  If more than one site was named 

by an interviewee, then just the first one was used.  Where answers were 

vague e.g. ‘local streets’ or ‘field near home’, then these have been classed as 

‘general/unspecified’. 

 The top ten named sites in response to Q22 were: 

• Hayling Beach/Seafront (19 interviewees) 

• Southsea/Southsea Seafront (11 interviewees) 

• Royal Victoria Country Park (9 interviewees) 

• Lepe Country Park (8 interviewees) 

• West Wittering (8 interviewees) 

• Warsash Common (7 interviewees) 

• Bath Road Recreation Ground (6 interviewees) 

• Chilling (5 interviewees) 

• Deerleap, New Forest (5 interviewees) 

• East Head (5 interviewees) 

• Hayling Island (5 interviewees) 

 



 

 The most commonly identified alternative site(s) at each survey location 

were: 

• Calshot: Lepe Country Park (5 interviewees) 

• Eling: Deerleap and Testwood Lakes (4 interviewees each) 

• Weston Shore: Royal Victoria Country Park (9 interviewees) 

• Hook-with-Warsash: Warsash Common (7 interviewees) 

• Salterns Quay: Bath Lane Recreation Ground (6 interviewees) 

• Hilsea: Southsea/Southsea Seafront (10 interviewees) 

• Langstone: Farlington Marshes, Hayling Beach/Seafront, and 

Stansted Park (2 interviewees each) 

• Hayling Billy Trail: Hayling Beach/Seafront (15 interviewees) 

• West Itchenor: West Wittering (8 interviewees) 

• Newtown: Parkhurst Forest and Yarmouth (3 interviewees each) 

 Interviewees were then asked to name up to three other locations that they 

also visit for the same activity they were doing when interviewed.  Again, a 

wide range of sites were named, with many only named by single 

interviewees.  The combined answers from Q22 (which site would they visit if 

they could not visit the interview location) and Q23-25 (up to three other 

locations they visited most often for the same activity as that they were 

carrying out on the day of the interview) are summarised in Table 19 and 

Figure 10.   

 Overall, the site mentioned the most was Hayling beach/seafront (25 

interviewees), followed by Southsea (19 interviewees) and Portchester (17 

interviewees).  The New Forest (as a whole) was named by 12 interviewees, 

although many other interviewees mentioned specific locations within the 

New Forest, such as Deerleap or Bolton’s Bench.  

 

 

 

 

  



 

Table 19: Combined answers to Q22 (which site would they visit if they couldn’t visit this one) and 

Q23-25 (up to 3 other sites that they visit most often for the same activity), by survey location.  Only 

sites named by at least 6 interviewees have been included since there were over 200 named sites. 

Hayling Beach/Seafront    1  2 3 19   25 

General/unspecified    2 6 2 4 3 2 1 20 

Southsea/Southsea Seafront 1     16 2    19 

Portchester/Portchester Castle     8 8  1   17 

Lepe Country Park 8 4 4        16 

Royal Victoria Country Park  1 13 2       16 

Emsworth      5 4 4 1  14 

Chilling    11 3      14 

Titchfield Haven/canal path   2 7 2 1   1  13 

Lee-on-Solent   1  11 1     13 

New Forest  7 3 2       12 

West Wittering       1  11  12 

Queen Elizabeth Country Park   1 2 1 4 1 2 1  12 

Forest of Bere/Hundred Acres     7 1 2 1   11 

Deerleap, New Forest 1 10         11 

Hayling Island 1     6 2 1   10 

Warsash Common    10       10 

Testwood Lakes 1 8         9 

Hill Head    1 8      9 

Bath Lane Recreation Ground     9      9 

Northney       1 7   8 

Fort Fareham     8      8 

River Hamble CP / Manor Farm 1  3 4       8 

Wickham/Meon Valley Trail    1 6 1     8 

Holly Hill Woodland Park    7 1      8 

Lymington Keyhaven Marshes 5 1       1  7 

Stokes Bay     7      7 

Portsdown Hill    1  3 2    6 

Chichester Harbour       1 3 2  6 

Yarmouth          6 6 

Wicor Recreation Ground     4 2     6 

Hilsea Lines/Foxes Forest      5 1    6 



 

Figure 10: Other sites visited by interviewees (combined answers from Q22-25).  Only sites named at least 3 times are included, and larger font indicates 

more mentions.  Created using www.wordclouds.com.  

http://www.wordclouds.com/


 

 Out of the 267 interviewees, 256 (96%) gave complete, valid, British 

postcodes that could be geocoded and plotted using GIS.  One international 

visitor was from Adelaide, Australia.  Straight-line distances from the 

interviewee’s home postcode to the location where they were interviewed 

ranged from 76m (a visitor living close to the Hilsea survey location) to 

589km (a couple from Edinburgh staying with family on Hayling Island).  

Overall, the mean distance was 9.4km (SE ± 2.6km) and the median distance 

was 2.3km. 

 The distribution of interviewee home postcodes is shown in Map 5 (by visit 

type), Map 6 (by activity), Map 7 (by survey location) and Map 8 (by visit 

frequency).  Map 5 shows all postcodes except the Edinburgh one, and Maps 

6-8 exclude the furthest 9 postcodes so that more detail can be seen in the 

Solent region. 

 Table 20 summarises the linear (Euclidean) distances between interviewees’ 

home postcodes and the survey point for different groups of visitors.  Dog 

walkers were generally quite local, living within a median distance of 1.4km 

compared to the overall median of 2.3km.  Those who had come for a walk 

(without a dog) or for bird/wildlife watching had travelled slightly further, 

with median distances of 3.2km and 9.4km respectively.  Box plots depicting 

the distances travelled by activity type are provided in Figure 11. 

 Examining the data by survey location indicates that interviewees at Calshot 

had generally travelled further than interviewees at other survey locations, 

with a median distance of 15.3km.  At Salterns Quay, interviewees were 

particularly local, with 50% living within 0.4km and 75% living within 0.7km.  

Box plots of distances by survey location are shown in Figure 12. 

 More frequent visitors tended to live closer, with a median distance of 0.5km 

for interviewees who visited their survey location at least daily compared 

with a median distance of 4.8km for those who only visit their survey 

location less than once a month.



 

 



 

 



 

 



 



 

Table 20: Summary statistics for the straight-line distance (km) from visitor home postcode to the 

location where they were interviewed, for those interviewees who gave postcodes which could be 

plotted.  Activities with fewer than 5 interviewees have been grouped into ‘Other’. 

ALL ALL 256 0.1 - 589.1 9.4 ± 2.6 2.3 5.3 

Visit type 

Day trip / short visit 

from home 
246 0.1 - 77.4 4.2 ± 0.4 2.0 4.7 

Staying away from 

home 
8 4.0 - 185.0 86.0 ± 21.0 83.3 125.9 

Staying with friends / 

family 
2 84.0 - 589.0 337.0 ± 252.0 337.0 * 

Activity 

Dog walking 161 0.1 - 589.1 7.2 ± 3.7 1.4 3.5 

Walking 64 0.2 - 185.0 10.1 ± 3.3 3.2 8.1 

Bird / wildlife 

watching 
12 0.5 - 126.5 29.1 ± 12.1 9.4 48.3 

Other 19 1.0 - 124.2 13.7 ± 6.3 5.0 13.7 

Survey location 

1. Calshot 12 4.1 - 124.2 22.7 ± 9.5 15.3 20.6 

2. Eling 25 0.3 - 23.0 4.7 ± 1.3 2.6 4.1 

3. Weston Shore 18 0.6 - 10.4 3.4 ± 0.6 2.9 4.4 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 31 0.3 - 15.3 3.4 ± 0.5 2.9 3.3 

5. Salterns Quay 36 0.1 - 2.1 0.6 ± 0.1 0.4 0.7 

6. Hilsea 38 0.1 - 14.5 2.7 ± 0.5 1.5 2.8 

7. Langstone 19 1.2 - 77.4 8.7 ± 4.0 2.8 7.2 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 34 0.2 - 589.1 25.0 ± 17.6 1.2 3.6 

9. West Itchenor 26 0.5 - 84.3 12.5 ± 4.0 5.0 11.2 

10. Newtown 17 0.4 - 185.0 22.5 ± 11.5 7.9 10.3 

Frequency 

Daily 60 0.1 - 5.7 0.9 ± 0.1 0.5 1.2 

Most days 33 0.1 - 23.6 2.6 ± 0.8 1.1 3.0 

1 to 3 times a week 61 0.1 - 8.9 2.5 ± 0.2 2.3 3.3 

2 to 3 times per 

month 
24 0.6 - 84.3 8.0 ± 3.4 4.1 6.6 

Once a month 26 1.0 - 77.4 9.9 ± 3.0 4.6 10.5 

Less than once a 

month 
29 0.4 - 589.1 27.8 ± 20.2 4.8 9.6 

Other / first time 23 2.1 - 185.0 37.0 ± 10.1 18.8 27.7 

 



 

   

Figure 11: Box plot showing straight-line distances (km) from home postcode to survey location, by 

activity.  Activities with fewer than 5 interviewees are grouped as 'Other'.  Two outliers are not 

shown: 589km (dog walking) and 185km (walking). 



 

 

Figure 12: Box plot showing straight-line distances (km) from home postcode to survey location, by 

survey location.  Two outliers are not shown: 589km (Hayling Bill Trail) and 185km (Newtown). 

 

 The last question in the survey (Q29) gave the interviewee a final opportunity 

to add any further comments or feedback about their visit or access to the 

area.  Over 100 of the interviewees gave feedback and these are included in 

Appendix 4.  

 



 

 

 This survey closely followed the methodology of the previous two visitor 

surveys, at survey locations that had all been used in both previous surveys.  

This consistent approach means that changes in visitor patterns can be 

measured over time and used to inform mitigation techniques at the survey 

locations.  However, it should be noted that each survey is a snapshot taken 

over two days at each site, years apart, and there will be many variables (e.g. 

weather, and changes in access/infrastructure/habitat/events) that could 

also affect visitor numbers and patterns on the survey days. 

 A summary of the key metrics from all three surveys is shown in Table 21.  

Whilst the interview data broadly show a similar pattern across the three 

survey periods, the tally totals from the 2019/20 survey are noticeably much 

higher than for the previous two surveys.  The overall total of 3,226 people in 

the tally count was an increase of 133% on the 2017/18 figure.  To examine 

this in more detail, a breakdown by survey location is shown in Table 22.   

 The tally count of people at Hilsea was 133 in the 2017/18 survey compared 

to 1,615 in the 2019/20 survey, an eleven-fold increase.  In the most recent 

survey, the tally included a group of 200 runners, as mentioned in paragraph 

3.2.  However, a more influencing factor is likely to have been the coastal 

defence improvements which took place at Hilsea between Spring 2017 and 

Autumn 20195.  It was noted in the 2017/18 report that the surveys coincided 

with construction work on the sea wall, and the surveyor recorded that 

fences were up, and some diversions were in place.  Eight of the 

interviewees in the 2019/20 survey said that they had visited out of curiosity 

to see what the new sea wall was like now that it has reopened.  

 Other changes since the 2017/18 surveys appear to be a slight decrease in 

the proportion of dog walkers, less frequent visitors, and visitors from 

further away.  Furthermore, there appear to have been positive changes in 

the awareness of both sensitive habitats/species and of Bird Aware Solent.  

However, comparison with the 2009/10 survey data does not always show 

these same patterns, and therefore highlights the difficulties in a simple 

comparison with the previous survey.  It is only with long term data over 

 

5 Tipner Lake Coastal Defences https://www.escp.org.uk/tipner-lake  

https://www.escp.org.uk/tipner-lake


 

several years that trends can be reported with confidence and it emphasises 

the importance of robust continued monitoring. 

Table 21: Key metrics from the 2019/20, 2017/18 and 2009/10 surveys.  Data from 2009/10 survey 

filtered so as to relate to the same 10 survey points that were used in 2017/18 and 2019/20. 

Total people, from tallies  1,809 1,386 3,226 

Total dogs, from tallies  658 531 1,067 

Total interviews conducted  353 334 267 

% of interviewees on holiday 3 2 3 

% of interviewees dog walking  57 66 61 

% of interviewees walking  33 21 25 

% of interviewees arriving by car  51 45 55 

% of interviewees visiting most days or more frequently  43 47 36 

% of interviewees visiting for an hour or less  47 66 69 

% of interviewees because close to home  53 55 45 

Mean number of people per group  1.7 1.7 1.6 

Mean number of dogs per group  0.8 0.9 0.8 

% dogs off lead (interviewed groups)  85 73 65 

% unaware of habitats or species vulnerable to 

recreation 
n/a 40 33 

% aware of Bird Aware Solent n/a 16 26 

Median distance (km) from home postcode to survey 

location (those on short visit from home only) 
1.7 * 1.6 2.0 

Median route length (km) 2.8 * 2.6 2.2 

* these figures are across all 20 survey locations, not just the 10 locations used in later surveys 

Table 22: Total number of people from the tally counts in the 2019/20, 2017/18 and 2009/10 surveys, 

by survey location. 

1. Calshot 169 222 265 

2. Eling 130 123 120 

3. Weston Shore 255 212 314 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 216 76 151 

5. Salterns Quay 129 93 168 

6. Hilsea 359 133 1,615 

7. Langstone 65 42 68 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 151 275 270 

9. West Itchenor 206 169 192 

10. Newtown 129 41 63 

Total 1,809 1,386 3,226 

 



 

 

 The results from this survey provide a snapshot of winter visitor patterns 

across the Solent and build upon those from previous visitor surveys and 

other monitoring work.  As far as possible, the survey methods were 

consistent with those used in previous surveys, which means we have been 

able to make useful comparisons with previous results, albeit with certain 

limitations. 

 This survey is just one element of the ongoing monitoring programme and 

will, in conjunction with other monitoring and research being carried out, 

help to inform the direction of future public engagement by Bird Aware 

Solent. 

 Adverse weather conditions have the potential to affect survey results and 

can, at times, make it unsafe or indeed impossible to carry out fieldwork.  

This was a challenge both in winter 2019/20, which had a series of powerful 

storms, and also in winter 2017/18 with the ‘Beast from the East’.  Forward 

planning and a flexible approach are required to change survey dates as 

necessary and avoid the worst of the weather. 

 As discussed in paragraph 4.11, it appears that cyclists and runners are likely 

to have been under-sampled in the interviews.  This is a drawback of face-to-

face interviews, but one which is outweighed by other strengths compared 

to alternative survey techniques. 

 Future surveys should aim to replicate the same survey locations and use 

the same method of conducting tally counts.  These ten locations have been 

used in all three visitor surveys and they represent a range of different sites, 

in both urban and rural settings, with a variety of facilities, and attracting a 

range of different user groups, from local dog walkers and commuters to 

holidaymakers. 

 



 

 Individual interview duration has increased slightly since the 2017/18 survey, 

as the current survey incorporated an additional two questions.  We would 

caution against increasing the length of any future survey, as this could put 

off interviewees and also reduce the number of interviews that can be 

completed within the time available. 

 It is important for the surveyor to record any factors they are aware of that 

are outside of our control and may have affected survey results.  These could 

be, for example, events, changes to access, or construction works, that could 

lead to a change in visitor numbers, or routes on site that are not typical.  

This was important at Hilsea, where the surveyor’s notes regarding the 

running event and the newly re-opened path helped with interpretation of 

an otherwise puzzling figure. 

 The results in this report make interesting reading and give an insight of 

what can be achieved with a consistent approach over time.  In particular, 

the results highlight some of the differences between usage at different 

sites, due to their locality, ease of access and appeal to different visitors.  

Regular repeat surveys using the same methodology should continue to 

form a key part of effective monitoring. 
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Listed below are all additional comments and suggestions made in response to Q18 “Are 

there any changes you would like to see here with regards to how this area is managed for 

access?” 

1. Calshot 
Concerns about development in area / Calshot reserve and how affect 

wildlife. 

1. Calshot 
Concerns about development of old Power Station site on landscape 

and wildlife. 

1. Calshot 
Query about why fisherman need permits for area around Calshot 

hanger / the point. 

1. Calshot Query restricted parking / access to point / activity centre - barrier. 

1. Calshot Registration car plate would be helpful for parking. 

2. Eling 
BBQs in summer and litter. Quad bikes sometimes seen on beach - 

disturbance. 

2. Eling Control of BBQ in summer better. 

2. Eling Good access, well maintained site. 

2. Eling Improve access to Marchwood along coast. 

2. Eling 
Jet ski disturbance a problem. Like that area is free. Recreational space 

love for family groups. 

2. Eling Jet skis are a problem - disturbance and create wakes in water. 

2. Eling Like longer sections of grass left for wildflowers. 

2. Eling Rubbish bins not large enough - so litter in the summer. 

2. Eling Well managed site. 

2. Eling Where have the BBQs gone? Few more benches please. 

2. Eling Why picnic bench under the pylon? Please move to a better location. 

3. Weston Shore 
Concerns about litter being left in car park and beach by youths during 

the evening. Smashed glass / drink bottles. 

3. Weston Shore Continue with no parking charges please! 

3. Weston Shore Improvement to parking at access points, can be blocked by vehicles. 

3. Weston Shore Maintain paths - need ditches cleared. 

3. Weston Shore Maybe remove shelters, been vandalised. 

3. Weston Shore No changes please. 

3. Weston Shore Summer - control of racing cars and motorcycles alongside car park. 

3. Weston Shore Update benches, all looks a bit tired. 

3. Weston Shore 
Wooden sea fronts / groynes need attention - sharp nails. Car park area 

needs improving - tired. 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 

Had dog in a stroller until recently it was limiting. No good for disabled 

people or pushchairs either. 



 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
Bin at shore 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
Bin at the gate 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
Boardwalks 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
Cliff erosion dealt with effectively 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
Cliff erosion managed for safety 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 

Complained when the footpaths down to beach were closed off during 

electric works - closure was illegal 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 

Don’t want it made more accessible - don’t want more people, enjoy the 

quietness 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
Erosion is eating paths really fast 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
Heritage of the area needs to be preserved but accessibility maintained 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
No development 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
Patrol kids jumping into water and leaving litter 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 
Sea wall should not be leaving debris everywhere 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 

Stop coastal erosion and dredge River Hamble should do like at the 

Somerset Levels need to build paths properly, local ones renewed but 

didn't last. 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 

Would like to see path protected and we are losing the wetland plus 

there is national grid infrastructure 

4. Hook-with-

Warsash 

Would prefer not so muddy paths but wouldn't want more foot traffic, 

it's a wildlife corridor between 2 nature reserves 

5. Salterns Quay 
Access point to this area (southern end, between houses by rubbish 

bin) prone to flooding - some shingle to dry out would be helpful 

5. Salterns Quay 
Better gravel paths would be more pleasant and make area accessible 

for wheelchairs and pushchairs 

5. Salterns Quay Bin in southern section 

5. Salterns Quay Dog bins - there's one at each end by the road but nothing in between 

5. Salterns Quay Good - grass gets cut and bins get emptied 

5. Salterns Quay 
I have MS need suitable path for scooter can't use it when it's wet and 

muddy 

5. Salterns Quay Like it to be cleaned up and natural solar powered lighting 

5. Salterns Quay 
Main problem so muddy so means can't use whole site awful after rain 

very slippery, more dog bins at southern end 

5. Salterns Quay 
Manage woods better-feel it gets left to its own devices. Plant some 

wildflowers. 



 

5. Salterns Quay Maybe more solid path up southern end for older people too muddy 

5. Salterns Quay More maintenance of the grass and bushes 

5. Salterns Quay More regular grass cutting 

5. Salterns Quay Mud bath where I access a site 

5. Salterns Quay No changes to access needed others are 

5. Salterns Quay Plant a couple of trees and some wildflowers 

5. Salterns Quay 
Repair to path just north of survey point - fencing has gone up but 

nothing’s happened 

5. Salterns Quay Sometimes homeless people sleep in the copse here (by survey point) 

5. Salterns Quay 
There are a lot of elderly dog walkers here but think they avoid this area 

because paths are hard to use when muddy 

5. Salterns Quay They do a good job 

5. Salterns Quay Vegetation cut back along paths litter cleared 

6. Hilsea A few more bins 

6. Hilsea Access is brilliant, it just needs to be cleaner 

6. Hilsea Access is good 

6. Hilsea 
Bikes don't ring bells, they speed along here and swear at you. It's an 

accident waiting to happen. 

6. Hilsea CCTV to catch dog fouling and vandalism 

6. Hilsea Coffee facilities and toilets 

6. Hilsea Cyclists need cycle track we would all know where we are 

6. Hilsea 

Develop the bay by Mountbatten Centre for safe water sports for 

families, with education about tides etc. Footbridge and cycle access to 

Horsea Island. 

6. Hilsea Done a really good job 

6. Hilsea Good that this is wheelchair accessible 

6. Hilsea Like what they’ve done with the sea wall, has given good access 

6. Hilsea 
Motorbike problem weekends and evenings. There are considerate 

cyclists but especially at work time they tear along don't give warning. 

6. Hilsea Much better than how it was 

6. Hilsea 

Police come through here but cyclists use it like a racetrack it's alright 

when they're coming towards you but not when they come behind but 

they don't ring. 

6. Hilsea 
Preferably cafe council-owned so benefit, preferably at this corner 

location 

6. Hilsea 
Since redoing no bike lane and it’s dangerous now, they tend to go fast 

and don't use bells, lots of toddlers and families here 

6. Hilsea 
Some cyclists use the sea wall for racing, and they have knocked 

children over. Don’t know what should be done about it. 

6. Hilsea 
Speeding bikes can be a problem we stay on lead wish they would use a 

bell 

6. Hilsea 

Stop footballers using the field and disturbing geese. Cyclists use sea 

wall as a race track - make them aware it’s not just for them. Kids on 

motorised 



 

6. Hilsea 
Ticks all the boxes, maybe nature centre for birds designated area for 

education for children like a visitor centre to play and learn 

6. Hilsea 
Too much access for cars everywhere. Cars brings dogs which scare 

away geese. 

6. Hilsea 
Used to be a line up the middle dividing cyclists and walkers - has 

disappeared since the work 

7. Langstone A lot of fly tipping but doesn't affect me a lot 

7. Langstone Accessible footpaths for wheelchairs 

7. Langstone Am disabled but ok for path but for others it's not suitable 

7. Langstone Cut trees back. Better access for disabled people. 

7. Langstone Dedicated walking bit it is on road to reach here 

7. Langstone 
Hard to park if you want to stay a while - more than a couple of hours - 

especially if you don't know area 

7. Langstone 
Improve path so you can avoid walking on beach and to make it 

wheelchair accessible 

7. Langstone Industrial estate should have own parking 

7. Langstone It's almost eroded away 

7. Langstone Less car access, made wilder 

7. Langstone Path is generally well managed 

7. Langstone 
Sea wall needs more maintenance. In places it has washed away 

completely. Repair jobs don't seem to have worked. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Control mud and potholes 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Cyclists can be problematic for walkers 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Cyclists go too fast 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Disabled friendly track would be good 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Improve track surface for cycling, need to tackle erosion of coastal path 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Link up to Havant 

8. Hayling Billy Trail More seating would be good 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Need to tackle coast erosion here 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 
Pond clearance - has got very overgrown. Not many benches - a few 

more would be good. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Potholes on trail could be tackled 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Reduce mud 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 
Would like to have cyclists separated from walkers can be hazardous. 

All access surface. 

9. West Itchenor 
Better access for all, use of stiles makes access very difficult. Bikes could 

also be more welcome. 

9. West Itchenor Buggy friendly track 

9. West Itchenor Cycling - nice route to coexist with walkers 

9. West Itchenor Cycling - not allowed to cycle along here, maybe should be allowed 

9. West Itchenor 
Footpaths - eroded in winter especially as people cycle, erosion an 

issue. Conservators do some work but have limited funding. 

9. West Itchenor Gets muddy with cyclist use - shouldn’t be using this area 



 

9. West Itchenor Keep people off rather than encourage more 

9. West Itchenor Kissing gates are difficult for wheelchair users 

9. West Itchenor More info on boards to plan walks 

9. West Itchenor Soggy car park and paths 

10. Newtown Do not like parking charges - land donated to National Trust. 

10. Newtown However possible for better drainage for paths - very muddy. 

10. Newtown Keep natural. 

10. Newtown No changes please, keep it natural. 

10. Newtown 
Not like National Trust inappropriate activity on site such as Easter Egg 

hunts. Wildlife disturbance. 

10. Newtown Picnic table / simple shelter from wind. 

10. Newtown Please keep site quiet, especially reducing bird disturbance. 

10. Newtown 
Reduce access, signage encouraging people to visit site. Pressure of 

people, especially in the summer. 

10. Newtown Wheelchair access, longer grass in summer makes access difficult 

 

  



 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Beach generally clean on surface but when you dig deeper you find 

small plastic everywhere 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 
All very good 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Worried about fishermen putting down nets very close to shore - is 

it a risk to the birds? is there any monitoring of it going on? 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Would like to see footpath between the college and sailing club in 

Warsash better maintained. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 
Don’t want any development 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Lovely. Rubbish and dog poo drive me mad, people should use 

common sense and look after the beach. Often pick up litter and 

broken glass from the shoreline. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Fabulous. Worried that it's becoming built up and we're running out 

of green space. There are a lot of houses being built. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 
Lovely area 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Very noticeable cliff erosion here, have seen it deteriorate in last 12 

months. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Works for me. Erosion is an issue and affects access to area. The 

path to E of here is moving inland. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Litter is disappointing. It's not too bad here but is more of a problem 

in Strawberry Fields. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Value the beach cleaning volunteers, it's a difficult balance, no bins 

but council can't get to them to empty. Litter coming from sea as 

well as people dropping it here. Problem with people making fires 

etc by the bunker where the water comes in by Warsash maritime 

buildings. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Sea defences by pumping station need more monitoring, plastic all 

over the shore from the breakdown of it, white plastic and breeze 

blocks lots of it. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 
Massive erosion issue even in the past few weeks more. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 
Like to see it maintained, it's good to have people at coast. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 
More bins but people abuse them 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 
Put a couple pence on council tax and get path improvements done. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 
I think we have good selection of places to walk 



 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 
Love it here 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Metal washed in been there for years too big to move.  Ben a local 

man facilitated the path improvements and bridge, he made it so 

much better she wishes to thank him and his crew. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 
Local people look after it, don't build any more. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Interesting always something summer and winter, liners to see, 

fishing. Hope they don't develop it. Litter problem. 

4. Hook-with-Warsash 

nature reserve 

Love this place wish there was a bin though, people could clear litter 

from beach too. 

5. Salterns Quay 

Management of grasslands not great, mown flat, in wilder southern 

section could be managed more creatively and better for wildlife. 

Understand why northern section grounds mown as playing fields. 

5. Salterns Quay 
Sea wall is broken and needs mending. Homeless people camp 

here. 

5. Salterns Quay 
In copse drug use a problem, a patrol daily would be good to 

discourage use. 

5. Salterns Quay 
Better walkways and repair collapsing sea walls. Replace bench. 

More bags. Drug problem in the copse. 

5. Salterns Quay Just enjoy stroll in fresh air, job takes me away a lot 

5. Salterns Quay 
Lots of homeless people were in bushes but think police cleared it 

now. 

5. Salterns Quay Would be good to mend seawall. 

5. Salterns Quay Path gets very muddy at southern end needs sorting. 

5. Salterns Quay Maintain natural wildlife 

5. Salterns Quay Do more to maintain seawall and fill holes 

5. Salterns Quay Sea defences needed 

5. Salterns Quay Paths definitely an issue, do get people living in tents sometimes 

5. Salterns Quay Nice if didn't leave grass to rot, dogs roll in it 

5. Salterns Quay 

Would love to be able to walk further to south but think it might be 

MOD land. A bridge over inlet by Fleetlands would make the 

coastline to the south accessible. 

5. Salterns Quay 
Been using for years. Probably wouldn’t use it if didn’t have dog but 

it’s perfect for daily dog walks. 

5. Salterns Quay Very nice. 

5. Salterns Quay 

Have noticed occasional anti-social/disrespectful behaviour. People 

have pitched tents up here in summer and left litter behind. Have 

found discarded fishing line and hooks tangled up in benches and 

trodden into ground. 

5. Salterns Quay 
Love the footpaths - don’t have this kind of access to countryside in 

native South Africa. 

5. Salterns Quay 
Area is well used in summer but much quieter in winter. Think that 

improved footpaths would make place easier to use in winter. Water 



 

is being used for paddle boarding and canoeing in summer.  Could 

add a structure to the sea wall room help people access water. 

6. Hilsea 

Love the Brent geese, love to take photos of them. Very concerned 

that the geese and their feeding grounds are being disturbed by 

poorly controlled dogs. Not all dog owners have a responsible 

attitude towards the birds. Have asked dog owners to watch out for 

the geese but got an aggressive response. All the big roads have 

decimated the ecosystem. 

6. Hilsea 
Sea wall has made it better for viewing the birds. Bushes were 

removed when they did the wall - have taken away nesting sites. 

6. Hilsea Really enjoy it 

6. Hilsea Brilliant they've done such a good job of the sea wall 

6. Hilsea Made a good job of sea wall 

6. Hilsea 
Refreshments and facilities would encourage more people to spend 

more time here. 

6. Hilsea Pleased the sea wall has been done 

6. Hilsea 
Done a good job of it, just needs to be tidier. Everyone moans there 

aren't enough bins, especially where the picnic tables are. 

6. Hilsea 
They've taken away the lines that separating cycleway from 

footpath, are they going to redo them? 

6. Hilsea 

Now the walls are higher it's harder to see bikes coming, and some 

cyclists bomb along here. Need some signs asking them to limit 

speed, or mark out the cycleway. 

6. Hilsea 
Wall is so high it spoils view. A bit bland. Could it have murals on it. 

But realise it's needed. 

6. Hilsea Like what they've done, looks nice 

6. Hilsea 

Re the shared space of the sea wall path - need to make pedestrians 

aware that they do share the space with cyclists. E.g. paint pictures 

of bikes on the surface. 

6. Hilsea 
Going to take some getting used to the high wall. Understand why 

it's necessary but it's a big change. 

6. Hilsea 

Doing away with the cycle lane was good but cyclists should have 

bells. People are more aware each other now - actually reduces 

accidents. Before the separate lanes caused congestion and 

walkers/cyclists were very possessive over their areas.  Council have 

done a fantastic job here. 

6. Hilsea 
Thoroughly enjoy it, it adds to the local area what they have done 

here (referring to coastal path and infrastructure) 

6. Hilsea It's a nice pleasant clean walk, not a lot of dog mess, well maintained 

6. Hilsea Happy apart from bikes not using bell 

6. Hilsea 
Worried about parking charges being brought in won't come if they 

charge 

6. Hilsea 
Where the water is lying not good but in general a lot better with 

landscaping 

6. Hilsea It's vastly improved since work done here 



 

6. Hilsea It's great love the new path I also roller skate here 

6. Hilsea 
Poor drainage on fields since wall built. No dog boxes on way to lido 

should be. 

6. Hilsea It's very appealing to the eye, pleased to see access for all path here 

6. Hilsea 
What the council have done here brilliant they have made it a lot 

more interactive and family orientated. 

6. Hilsea Very enjoyable 

6. Hilsea It's good but drainage needs sorting 

6. Hilsea 
Sometimes more consideration from cyclists especially due lots kids 

here nothing against bikes but more care 

7. Langstone Path is the main thing 

7. Langstone Lot of fly tipping and rubbish here, only since car access 

7. Langstone 
Nice view and just a destination if only have a short time to walk. 

Just would like off road option to get here cars come close. 

7. Langstone Overgrazed maybe on the pasture 

7. Langstone It's a lovely place 

7. Langstone Hope it doesn't change, like it as it is 

7. Langstone Like to see the fly tipping stop 

7. Langstone Clean it up. Needs a camera to catch fly tippers. 

7. Langstone Fly tipping is frustrating. Often pick up rubbish from the car park. 

7. Langstone 
Good to open up the coast for anyone who wants to come and use 

it. 

7. Langstone 

The annual half marathon exacerbates the natural mud and the 

organisers don't do anything to put it right.  The area is still wet and 

muddy as a result of marathon.  Organisers have done a better job 

recently of clearing litter and removing signage but they need to do 

more to prevent the area from being made impassable by runners. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail A few more bins would be good - often get rubbish left 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 
Very lucky to have the countryside here - under threat for 

development which would be awful. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Happy with the way it is 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 
Issue of discourteous behaviour of cyclists, also issue of lots of dog 

poo. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 

Don’t want it spoilt - lovely as it is. Erosion of fields on shoreline is a 

worry - happens very fast. Drainage of fields also difficult and needs 

doing regularly. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Surprised to find free parking here - a good surprise. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 

Dog poo also an issue. No bins and what are here aren’t emptied. 

People should discard the poo in the bushes if they’re not going to 

take it home. Promote that as an idea. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Cyclists here can be a problem going too fast, no bells etc. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Footpath around the island to enable a circular walk would be great 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 
Just seems a shame to affect the nature here by attracting too many 

people. 



 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Housing development on Brent geese site is concerning. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 
Bikes using route surprise you - not safe for dogs or people. Too fast 

and rude. Don’t visit when busy as worried about safety. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 
Threat of houses meant field fenced and access reduced. Sea wall 

edge needs attention. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 
Not happy about housing development plans here - will impact 

wildlife. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail 
Concern about the development on nearby fields. Coastal erosion 

really needs to be tackled. 

8. Hayling Billy Trail Keep it unspoilt 

9. West Itchenor Lovely as it is 

9. West Itchenor 
This path meant to allow wheelchair access - further down repairs 

are needed. 

9. West Itchenor House building so intense makes the area crowded. 

9. West Itchenor Family home for 100 years so would like sympathetic development. 

9. West Itchenor 
Came to watch birds as well as dog walk - very aware to keep dogs 

aware from the shoreline where the birds are feeding. 

9. West Itchenor Very lucky to live here 

9. West Itchenor West Wittering car park expensive and needs surfacing 

 


