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Summary 

This report was commissioned by Boston Borough Council and South Holland District Council 

Planning Policy Teams to inform the South East Lincolnshire Local Plan.  Following some early 

Habitats Regulations Assessment work and advice from Natural England, recreation (linked to local 

development) was raised as a concern for nearby coastal sites, particularly the Wash Special 

Protection Area (SPA).  Recreation can result in disturbance to birds (such as wintering waterbirds, 

for which the Wash is strictly protected).  A lack of information on current visitor use and access 

patterns led to this commission to undertake dedicated visitor surveys conducted along The Wash 

and Gibraltar Point. We also consider other data collated by ourselves at key locations from the 

Norfolk parts of The Wash and data provided by the RSPB sites. These results will be used to inform 

additional Habitats Regulations Assessment and possible mitigation (if required) for future planned 

development in Boston and South Holland. 

Visitor surveys were conducted during May (2016), September and November (2015) at 12 locations 

around the Lincolnshire parts of the Wash and Gibraltar Point SPA/SAC. Surveys at two RSPB sites 

were only conducted in May. Surveys used standardised methodologies, and in total 576 hours of 

survey were conducted at the 12 locations, spread evenly over weekends and weekdays, and 

between the three months. Surveys at the two RPSB sites followed the same methodology, but were 

only surveyed during May (totalling 32 hours of survey). Surveys comprised face-to-face interviews 

and tally counts of visitors entering and leaving at the survey locations. 

In total, 2,791 people were counted visiting the sites over the 608 hours of survey.  Certain locations 

were markedly busier than others. At Gibraltar point there was on average 14 people per hour, 

compared to less than one person per hour at the very rural site of Friskney. The average group size 

was 1.7 people per group, and there was generally little difference recorded in this between 

locations. The average number of dogs per group from differed between locations, and was lowest 

at the two prominent nature reserves (Gibraltar Point and Frampton Marsh), and highest at Kirton 

Marsh, with 2 dogs per group on average. 

Interviews showed the vast majority of individuals were visiting from home (84%) and just 12% were 

on holiday. This differed slightly between seasons, with 13% and 14% percentage of interviewees on 

holiday in May and September respectively, and just 8% in November. Half of interviewees were dog 

walkers, while other commonly recorded activities were bird/wildlife watching and walking. Dog 

walkers were the most frequently recorded activity at all but two of the survey points (Gibraltar 

point and Frampton Marsh). There was little seasonal variation in activities, except for the 

proportions of wildfowlers (due to shooting seasons) and of walkers. The typical visit duration and 

visit frequency differed between locations. The main differences were again between Gibraltar Point 

and Frampton Marsh compared to all other sites, but there were also subtle differences between 

other locations. The highest proportion of visits less than 30 minutes was at the Pilgrim Fathers 

Memorial. The highest proportion of frequent visitors was recorded at Sutton Bridge West 

Lighthouse. 

Results from visitor surveys also showed that interviewee’s main reasons for visiting sites were most 

commonly because it was close to home, followed by reasons related to scenery and wildlife 
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interest. Any alternative sites interviewees would have otherwise visited were also very local, and 

interviewees often referenced other survey locations/parts of the Wash. Popular answers were 

Frampton, Freiston, Gedney Drove End, Sutton Bridge and Gibraltar Point.  

Routes of interviewees on the sites were significantly different in their length between survey 

locations and between activities. Shortest routes were conducted at Leverton (1.7 km median route 

length), and longest routes at Friskney (5.2km). Overall routes were noted to quite long in 

comparison to typical routes observed in other regions, possibly due to the nature of the access on 

sites criss-crossed with impassable ditches and creeks. Furthermore, routes at certain locations 

seemed likely to have more influence on the SPA/SAC than other areas. Route data suggest fairly 

widespread low density access across the Wash, but with some notable hotspots. The route data 

also indicates low density access on potentially functionally linked land, such as around adjoining 

fields and farmland. 

The home postcodes of visitors were obtained from interviews and show most visitors were local.  In 

total, 72% of interviewees were from Lincolnshire, and of these 42% were from Boston Borough and 

39% were from South Holland District. Half of all interviewees lived within 7.5 km of the survey point 

where they were interviewed (however there were significant differences between survey points in 

this distance value).   

Using the home postcodes of interviewees and the level of growth set out in the Local Plan 

(potentially a 35% increase in the volume of housing within Boston Borough and South Holland 

District) we estimate the potential change in access levels solely as a result of the new development.  

This suggests an increase in access of 10% on current levels at the survey points covered in the 

report.  This increase is the result solely of the development in the South East Plan and not the in-

combination effect of development in other areas.  The implications in terms of Habitats Regulations 

Assessment are discussed.   
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1. Introduction 

Overview 

1.1 This report was commissioned by Boston Borough Council and South Holland District 

Council Planning Policy Teams. The combined policy teams are working on a Local Plan 

for South East (for the period to 2036).  Following some early Habitats Regulations 

Assessment work and advice from Natural England, recreation (linked to local 

development) was raised as a concern for nearby coastal sites.  Recreation can result in 

disturbance to birds, such as wintering waterbirds, for which the Wash is strictly 

protected.  The report examines the results of dedicated visitor surveys conducted 

along The Wash and Gibraltar Point in September and November 2015 and in May 

2016. We also consider other data collated by ourselves at key locations from the 

Norfolk parts of The Wash and data provided by the RSPB sites. These results will be 

used to inform additional Habitats Regulations Assessment and possible mitigation for 

future planned development in Boston and South Holland. 

European sites and current legislation 

Habitat Regulations 

1.2 A particular issue for nature conservation in England is how to accommodate increasing 

demand for new homes and other development without compromising the integrity of 

protected wildlife sites.   Wildlife sites are protected through legislation in place at both 

a national (Sites of Special Scientific Interest, SSSIs) and European level (European sites, 

often also referred to as Natura 2000 sites, which include Special Protection Areas, SPAs 

and Special Areas of Conservation, SACs), and these place particular duties on local 

authorities and government bodies.    

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

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

commonly referred to as the ‘Habitats Regulations.’   Recent amendments to the 

Habitats Regulations were made in 2012, which included ensuring the correct 

transposition of duties with regard to wild birds outside the Natura 2000 network.      

1.4 The Habitats Regulations are in place to transpose European legislation set out within 

the Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) and the Birds Directive (Council 

Directive 2009/147/EC).   These key pieces of European legislation seek to protect, 

conserve and restore habitats and species that are of utmost conservation importance 

and concern across Europe.   Although the Habitats Regulations transpose the European 

legislation into domestic legislation, the European legislation still directly applies, and in 

some instances it is better to look to the parent directives to clarify particular duties.    

1.5 Regulation 61 of the Habitats Regulations sets out the Habitats Regulations Assessment 

process for plans and projects, which is the process by which any potential impacts 

arising from plans and projects are considered before any form of permission is given or 

the plan or project is implemented.   The definition of plans and projects should be 
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taken in its widest sense.   Of relevance for the consideration of new housing 

development is the fact that projects will include any development proposals for which 

planning permission is sought, and also that Regulation 102 of the Habitats Regulations 

specifically sets out the process for assessing emerging land use plans prior to their 

adoption. 

1.6 There is a step-by-step approach to Habitats Regulations Assessment, as defined in the 

Regulations.   It is the process that a competent authority must follow when it considers 

potential impacts on European sites that may arise from a plan or project that they are 

either undertaking themselves, or permitting an applicant to undertake.   A competent 

authority is any public body or individual holding public office.  Public bodies can 

include private companies if they have public responsibilities under statute, such as 

statutory undertakers, for example. The step-by-step process of assessment can be 

broken down into the following stages, which should be undertaken in sequence: 

 Check that the plan or project is not directly connected with or necessary for the 
management of the site 

 Check whether the plan or project  is likely to have a significant effect alone, taking 
into account any measures built into the plan or project to avoid impacts 

 Check whether the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect in-
combination, taking into account any measures built into the plan or project to 
avoid impacts 

 Carry out an appropriate assessment 

 Consider any possible measures that can be applied to mitigate for potential 
impacts 

 Ascertain whether an adverse effect on site integrity can be ruled out, having 
regard for any residual impacts after the application of mitigation. 
 

1.7 As can be seen in the bullet point list above, throughout all stages there is a continual 

consideration of the options available to avoid and mitigate any identified potential 

impacts.  Importantly, a competent authority may choose to pursue an amended or 

different option where impacts can be avoided, rather than continue to assess an 

option that has the potential to significantly affect European site interest features. 

1.8 After completing an assessment to the required stage, a record of Habitats Regulations 

Assessment should be made by the competent authority.   The plan or project may 

meet the tests of no likely significant effect, thus screening it out from further more 

detailed assessment at the appropriate assessment stage, or may, after appropriate 

assessment and possibly the addition of mitigation measures, conclude that adverse 

effects on site integrity can be ruled out.   In some situations however, it may not be 

possible to conclude no adverse effect on site integrity, and there are further 

exceptional tests set out in Regulation 62 for plans and projects and Regulation 103 

specifically for land use plans.   These tests will be considered by the competent 

authority to see if the final exceptional tests can be met for the plan or project in 

question. 
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Development in South-East Lincolnshire 

1.9 South East Lincolnshire covers the combined areas of South Holland District and Boston 

Borough (see Map 1), covering around 1,100 square kilometres1.  The two authorities 

are preparing a joint local plan, which will guide development and the use of land in 

South East Lincolnshire from the 1 April 2011 to 31 March 2036.  The plan (‘options 

stage’) was subject to public consultation in early 2016 and it is envisaged that the plan 

will be submitted later in 2016.   

1.10 The area currently is home to around 156,900 people (64,600 households)2.  The Plan 

(Policy 11) sets out provision for at least 18,250 dwellings (7,500 in Boston Borough and 

10,750 in South Holland).  Development is spread around a number of allocations 

(Policy 12) that are mapped within the plan, including Boston (5900 dwellings), Spalding 

(5720 dwellings), Holbeach (1340 dwellings).   

1.11 This scale of development therefore represents around a 28% change in the numbers of 

houses.   

European Sites 

1.12 European site boundaries are shown in Map 1.  The Wash is one of the most important 

wildlife sites in the UK and is the premier site in for wintering waterbirds (Frost et al. 

2016).  It forms the UK’s largest area of designated estuarine habitat and is designated 

as a SSSI, a Ramsar site, a Special Area of Conservation (The Wash and North Norfolk 

Coast SAC) and a Special Protection Area (SPA).  The SPA designation relates to the bird 

interest, the principal area of concern with regard to recreation impacts.   

1.13 Detailed site information regarding The Wash SPA is provided in the (draft) site 

information package on the Natural England website.  The SPA (some 62,212 ha) is 

composed of tidal rivers, estuaries, lagoons, mud and sand flats and in the centre, deep 

channels surrounded by shallower waters. Key habitats include saltmarsh, intertidal 

banks of sand and mud, sandy and shingle beaches and subtidal sandy sediments.  

1.14 Shallow coastal waters support small fish which are preyed upon by tern species. 

Intertidal mud and sand flats support a variety of polychaete worms and bivalve 

molluscs and algae, providing rich foraging grounds for a number of bird species.  

Saltmarsh provides important roosting habitat for a number of bird species and is 

important foraging habitat for some wildfowl and waders too.  Bordering agricultural 

and pasture land provide foraging for pink footed goose and overspill foraging for 

curlew, oystercatcher, dunlin and black tailed godwit during high tides.  Some of the 

species roosting at the site require unrestricted views of the surrounding area and take 

advantage of bare ground and short vegetation to roost.  Large fields are often favoured 

and – depending on the crop type and time of year - large numbers of birds can use 

these areas during particularly high tides.    

                                                           

1
 http://www.southeastlincslocalplan.org/structure-and-meetings/where-is-south-east-lincolnshire/ 

2
 These figures are from para 2.1.5 of the consultation version of the Plan 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/marine-conservation-advice-for-special-protection-area-the-wash-uk9008022/the-wash-spa-site-information
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/marine-conservation-advice-for-special-protection-area-the-wash-uk9008022/the-wash-spa-site-information
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1.15 The site is classified for a large number of individual species (summarised in Table 1) 

and also for its overwintering waterfowl assemblage, which at time of classification was 

over 203,000 birds.  Natural England’s supplementary advice document provides 

additional background on the interest features.     

Table 1: Qualifying features and when present on the Wash SPA.  Largely derived from the site’s 

supplementary advice package.   

Species Latin Name Designated Season When present 

Bar Tailed Godwit Limosa lapponica Nonbreeding, wintering Jul - May 

Bewick’s Swan Cygnus columbianus Nonbreeding, wintering Nov - Feb 

Black Tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica Nonbreeding, wintering Jul - Apr 

Common Scoter Melanitta nigra Nonbreeding, wintering Dec - Mar 

Common Tern Sterna hirundo Breeding Apr - Aug 

Curlew Numenius arquata Nonbreeding, wintering Jul - Apr 

Dark Bellied Brent Goose  Branta bernicla bernicla Nonbreeding, wintering Oct - May 

Dunlin Calidris alpina alpina Nonbreeding, wintering Jul - May 

Gadwall Anas strepera Nonbreeding, wintering Nov - Mar 

Goldeneye Bucephala clangula Nonbreeding, wintering Nov - Mar 

Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola Nonbreeding, wintering Aug - May 

Knot Calidris canutus Nonbreeding, wintering All yr 

Little Tern Stern albifrons Breeding Apr - Aug 

Oystercatcher Haematopus ostralegus Nonbreeding, wintering All yr 

Pink-Footed Goose Anas acuta Nonbreeding, wintering Oct - Apr 

Pintail Anas acuta Nonbreeding, wintering Oct - Feb 

Redshank Tringa totanus Nonbreeding, wintering Apr - Jul 

Sanderling Calidris alba Nonbreeding, wintering Apr - Feb 

Shelduck Tadorna tadorna Nonbreeding, wintering All yr. 

Turnstone Arenaria interpres Nonbreeding, wintering Jul - May 

Wigeon Anas penelope Nonbreeding, wintering Aug - Mar 

 

1.16 Adjacent to the Wash SPA is Gibraltar Point SPA.  It is underpinned by the Gibraltar 

Point SSSI and it is also a Ramsar site. It is some 414ha in size and classified for breeding 

little tern and non-breeding Bar-Tailed Godwit, Sanderling and Grey Plover.  The site 

includes an actively accreting sand-dune system as well as saltmarsh and intertidal flats. 

Due to continued deposition of sediment and the shelter provided by wide beaches and 

sand flats the site supports extensive and well developed saltmarsh. 

1.17 While the bird species are a particular focus for concern with respect to disturbance, 

the SAC designations (which reflect habitat and non-avian species interest), are also 

relevant.  The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC (107,761 ha) is considerably larger 

than the Wash SPA and the largest in England. The SAC includes large parts of the North 

Norfolk Coast up to 10 km out to sea. Gibraltar Point SAC is approximately 960 ha and 

includes more of the older dunes and dunes closer to Skegness than the SPA. Full details 

of the SAC qualifying features are given in Table 2.  

  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/413452/The_Wash_SPA_supplementary_advice.PDF
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/413452/The_Wash_SPA_supplementary_advice.PDF
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/413452/The_Wash_SPA_supplementary_advice.PDF
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Table 2: Qualifying features of the two relevant SACs. 

 Annex I habitats that are a primary 
reason for selection of this site 

Annex I 
habitats 

present as a 
qualifying 

feature 

Annex II species 
that are a 

primary reason 
for selection of 

this site 

Annex II 
species 

present as a 
qualifying 

feature 

The Wash and 
North Norfolk 
Coast SAC 
 

1110 Sandbanks which are slightly 
covered by sea water all the time 

1150 
Coastal 
lagoons   

1365 Harbour 
seal  Phoca 

vitulina 

1355 Otter  
Lutra lutra 

1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered 
by seawater at low tide 

1160 Large shallow inlets and bays 

1170 Reefs 

1310 Salicornia and other annuals 
colonizing mud and sand 

1330 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-
Puccinellietalia maritimae) 

1420 Mediterranean and thermo-Atlantic 
halophilous scrubs (Sarcocornetea 

fruticosi) 

Saltfleetby-
Theddlethorpe 
Dunes and 
Gibraltar Point 
SAC 
 

2120 "Shifting dunes along the shoreline 
with Ammophila arenaria (""white 

dunes"")" 2110 
Embryonic 

shifting 
dunes 

n/a n/a 
2130 "Fixed coastal dunes with 

herbaceous vegetation (""grey dunes"")"  
*Priority feature 

2160 Dunes with Hippopha rhamnoides 

2190 Humid dune slacks 

 

Issues relating to recreation 

1.18 Recreational use of the countryside is now widely promoted in recognition of the 

potential benefits, such as increasing people’s awareness of the natural world and 

implications for health and well-being (English Nature 2002; Alessa, Bennett & Kliskey 

2003; Morris 2003; Bird 2004; Pretty et al. 2005).  For many conservation organisations, 

access to reserves is an important way to engage with the public, gain membership, 

raise revenue for conservation work and promote nature conservation.  Government 

policy is to improve coastal access the Marine and Coastal Access Act will provide 

enhanced coastal access (with spreading room) around the English coastline.   

1.19 There is a potential for conflict however, where high human populations occur 

alongside areas of conservation importance.  Such conflicts can arise due to high levels 

of demand for recreation, where there is a legal right of access, where access 

infrastructure is perhaps not adequate or where recreation results in impacts to 

sensitive features of the sites.  Carefully planned and adaptable schemes to allow 

sustainable development in the right locations, whilst ensuring the highest levels of 

protection for wildlife is now an increasingly important aspect of spatial planning.   

1.20 New development in close proximity to European sites must consider the potential 

effects that the new development may have.   There is now a strong body of evidence 

showing how increasing levels of development, even when well outside the boundary of 
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protected wildlife sites, can have negative impacts on the sites and their wildlife 

interest.  The issues are particularly acute in southern England, where work on 

heathlands (Mallord 2005; Underhill-Day 2005; Liley & Clarke 2006; Clarke, Sharp & 

Liley 2008; Sharp et al. 2008; Clarke & Liley 2013; Clarke et al. 2013) and coastal sites 

(Saunders et al. 2000; Randall 2004; Liley & Sutherland 2007; Clarke, Sharp & Liley 2008; 

Liley 2008; Stillman et al. 2009) demonstrates links between housing, development and 

nature conservation impacts.  

1.21 The nature conservation impacts of development are varied (e.g. Underhill-Day 2005).  

One particularly difficult and challenging impact relates to the use of sites to meet 

recreational needs, and the resultant disturbance to waterbirds on coastal sites (Ross et 

al. 2014).  Disturbance has been identified by Natural England as a generic issue across 

many European Marine Sites (see Coyle & Wiggins 2010), and can be an issue for a 

range of species.      

1.22 Disturbance to wintering and passage waterfowl can result in: 

 A reduction in the time spent feeding due to repeated flushing/increased 

vigilance (Fitzpatrick & Bouchez 1998; Stillman & Goss-Custard 2002; Bright et al. 

2003; Thomas, Kvitek & Bretz 2003; Yasué 2005) 

 Increased energetic costs (Stock & Hofeditz 1997; Nolet et al. 2002) 

 Avoidance of areas of otherwise suitable habitat, potentially using poorer quality 

feeding/roosting sites instead (Cryer et al. 1987; Gill 1996; Burton et al. 2002; 

Burton, Rehfisch & Clark 2002) 

 Increased stress (Regel & Putz 1997; Weimerskirch et al. 2002; Walker, Dee 

Boersma & Wingfield 2006; Thiel et al. 2011) 

1.23 In general, at low tide the huge areas of intertidal mudflats, which are largely 

inaccessible (and potentially dangerous) provide extensive foraging habitats and 

disturbance is unlikely to be an issue.  During high tide periods, particularly with high 

spring tides, birds use roost sites on saltmarsh and fields that can put very large 

numbers of birds in close proximity to access routes such as sea-walls and footpaths.  

Disturbance is therefore likely to be an issue at particular times and at relatively fixed 

locations.   

1.24 Besides disturbance to wintering waterfowl, recreation can have a range of other 

impacts (for general reviews see: Saunders et al. 2000; Lowen et al. 2008; Liley et al. 

2010).  Drawing from these reviews we can identify the following as potential risks from 

increased recreation pressure: 

 Increased nutrient enrichment from dog fouling (see Taylor et al. 2005 for 
review) 

 Trampling damage leading to increased vegetation wear, increased bare 
ground and erosion.  While potentially beneficial for some over-stabilised 
dune systems, some dune, shingle and saltmarsh habitats are particularly 
vulnerable (Hylgaard 1980; Doody & Randall 2003; Lemauviel & ROZÉ 2003; 
Coombes 2007; Lake 2010; Liley et al. 2010) 
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 Disturbance to Harbour Seals (Lewis & Mathews 2000; Skeate & Perrow 
2008) 

 Disturbance to breeding tern colonies (Medeiros et al. 2007; Ratcliffe et al. 
2008) 

 

Aims of this report 

1.25 Habitats Regulations Assessment work undertaken to accompany the consultation draft 

of the local plan (South East Lincolnshire Joint Strategic Planning Committee 2016) 

identified one issue for which likely significant effect was triggered.  This issue was 

recreational disturbance to a range of nearby European sites, but in particular the Wash 

SPA and Gibraltar Point SPA.  Advice from Natural England highlighted the relative lack 

of visitor information relating to these sites.  Targeted visitor survey work was therefore 

identified as a priority to inform further Habitats Regulations Assessment work and 

inform policy within the Local Plan.  The visitor survey results will therefore be an 

important part of the evidence base for the South East Local Plan.   
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2. Methods 

Overview 

2.1 In this section of the report we describe the methods for the visitor survey, which 

involved face to face interviews and counts of people at survey points around the Wash.  

We also draw on some additional data from other surveys for further context and these 

data sources are also described.   

Visitor surveys 

2.2 Discrete survey locations for this project were identified prior to the commission of the 

survey by staff from South Holland and Boston Borough with assistance from the local 

advisory group for the Wash European Marine Site. Surveys were conducted at 14 

locations (Table 3), with 12 locations included in the all survey periods and two 

locations (RSPB sites) conducted in the spring period. These RSPB locations were not 

included in the original project brief and have some automated counter data which 

provides and an indication of overall visitor use. It was considered that this counter data 

could be strengthened by surveys in a single period. 

2.3 The survey locations cover a range of access points which provide good locations to 

intercept visitors to the European sites. These selected locations include all major visitor 

access points. These range from the main car park at Gibraltar Point (location 1) which 

has a formal visitor centre (although closed during surveys), through to very minor 

parking areas with very few spaces, such as Wrangle (location 3). At all survey points, 

with the exception of Gibraltar point, car parking is free (voluntary charges are in place 

at Frampton Marsh). 

2.4 The selected survey points cover almost all the dedicated car parking areas (identified 

from ‘P’ symbols on the OS) in Lincolnshire adjacent to The Wash. The two other 

dedicated car parks which were not surveyed were; one at Cut End Cottages, located to 

the east of Boston, on the northern side of The Haven and an additional car parking 

area at Gibraltar point. It is of course noted that other informal car parking areas can 

also exist along roadsides etc. However, we have included some ‘lay-by’ areas, with very 

few car spaces to gauge the visitor pressure at these informal locations (Table 3).  

2.5 Surveyors were stationed at the survey point and tasked with conducting interviews 

and maintaining a tally count the number of visitors entering/leaving the site. This tally 

data provides basic information on the visitor flows (number of people, groups and 

dogs) passing each point. At a single location (Friskney, location 2) the survey point was 

alongside the road which provides access to the coast, at an intersection with a 

footpath. At this location counts were also made of vehicles passing, heading further to 

the coast (a further 1.5 km). 
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Table 3: Summary of the car parking type and estimated number of spaces at each of the 12 locations. 

Location 
Code 

Location Name and detail Parking 
area 

labelled on 
OS 

1:25,000 

Parking 
type 

Parking type: 
surfacing 

Estimated 
number 

of car 
spaces 

1 Gibraltar Point  car park concrete/tarmac  60 

2 Friskney Old Bombing Range Road × verge grass/dirt  10 

3 Wrangle, Sea Lane × layby grass/dirt  3 

4 Leverton, Dovecote Lane × layby grass/dirt  4 

5 Fishtoft, Pilgrim Fathers memorial  car park gravel/stone  8 

6 Kirton Marsh, Marsh Road × car park concrete/tarmac  20 

7 Former Landfill, Middle Marsh Road  car park gravel/stone  12 

8 Holbeach St. Matthews, Barge Road  car park grass/dirt  15 

9 Gedney Drove End × roadside grass/dirt  3 

10 Sutton Bridge West Lighthouse  roadside grass/dirt  10 

11 Sutton Bridge East Lighthouse  car park concrete/tarmac  15 

12 Ongar Hill  car park gravel/stone  15 

13 Freiston Shore  car park concrete/tarmac  30 

14 Frampton Marsh  car park concrete/tarmac  55 
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2.6 Both face to face interviews and tally counts were conducted using a standardised 

methodology. Forty-eight hours of survey work were conducted at each of the 12 main 

survey point locations. This was dispersed equally between November, September and 

May. Those locations which were surveyed only in May had just 16 hours of survey. At 

all survey point locations the survey effort in each season was equal and was halved 

equally over weekend days and weekdays, with eight hours of survey in a day. Due to 

the differences in daylight hours in summer and winter the set timing of surveys during 

the day were different. Surveys in September and May were conducted as four 2-hour 

sessions, of the following; 07:00-09:00; 10:00-12:00; 13:00-15:00; 17:00-19:00. While 

winter surveys used the same survey effort (four 2-hour sessions) but over the following 

time periods; 07:30-09:30; 10:00-12:00; 12:30-14:30; 15:00-17:00.  

2.7 The visitor surveys were undertaken by trained and experienced visitor surveyors. The 

questionnaire was conducted on tablet computers in the field using specific 

interviewing software (‘SNAP Survey Software, v.11’). The questionnaire contained a 

range of questions relating to the visit that day, general access patterns, other sites 

visited and the interviewee’s home postcode. Responses were stored on the tablet, 

while route data (where interviewee had been on that visit or planned to go after the 

interview) was plotted on paper maps, as part of the questionnaire process. The 

questionnaire is included as Appendix 1. 

2.8 To ensure surveyors were visible and clearly official, they carried a name badge/photo 

ID and wore a high-vis, green jacket. Surveyors also had a poster clearly displayed in 

their car-window to indicate that the visitor surveys were taking place. Visitors were 

therefore aware of the survey taking place as they approached.  

2.9 The exact timings of surveys are shown in Table 4. Surveys for the summer were 

conducted in September (17/09/2015-28/09/2015), coinciding with the time when 

many wintering waterbirds would be arriving or on passage and access levels might be 

assumed to be relatively high.  Winter surveys were conducted in November 

(06/09/2015-23/09/2015), this avoided major sporting events and school holidays, and 

therefore should reflect typical winter use outside holiday periods. Both the September 

and November surveys were conducted during the wildfowling season for ducks and 

geese. Finally, spring surveys were conducted in May (06/06/2016-31/06/2016), 

coinciding with when breeding bird interest is present. Surveys therefore encompassed 

a range of survey periods across the year, including both high and low visiting periods 

and periods relevant to notified features e.g. wintering wildfowl and breeding birds. 

2.10 Visitor surveys in September were conducted in rather changeable weather, which 

featured a few fine spells, but was overall cool with some occasional scattered 

showers3. However, it did not rain during any of the surveys in September and cloud 

cover, although variable, was generally light for most surveys. Weather in November 

was also comparatively mild and dry4. Conditions in May were fairly typical for the 

                                                           

3
 http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/climate/uk/summaries/2015/september  

4
 http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/climate/uk/summaries/2015/november  
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month, with temperatures and rainfall around average5. The mid to end of the month 

was the most unsettled period. For most of our surveys it rained at some point during 

session, and there was at least one survey during which there was heavy rain for most 

of the day (location 12, weekend). 

2.11 It was noted that at Gibraltar Point during the November surveys high numbers of 

visitors were recorded due to a recent rare bird sighting. In the May surveys another 

rare bird sighting caused potentially higher numbers of visitors at Freiston Shore and to 

a greater extent Frampton Marsh. These single occasional events did not overwhelm 

the surveys and these events may be considered fairly typical of the area.  

Table 4: Details of the survey dates for both summer and winter surveys at each location. 

Location 
Code 

Location Name Total survey 
hours 

September  2015 
survey dates 

November 2015 
survey dates 

May 2016 
survey dates 

1 Gibraltar Point 48 19-23 06-07 09-07 

2 Friskney  48 17-20 13-14 20-22 

3 Wrangle 48 20-23 08-09 06-08 

4 Leverton 48 18-19 12-15 21-23 

5 Pilgrim Fathers memorial 48 25-27 19-21 29-30 

6 Kirton Marsh 48 18-19 14-16 13-14 

7 Middle Marsh Road 48 26-28 20-21 28-31 

8 Holbeach St. Matthews 48 17-20 15-17 15-16 

9 Gedney Drove End 48 25-27 21-23 14-16 

10 Sutton Bridge West 48 24-26 06-08 19-21 

11 Sutton Bridge East 48 24-28 20-22 15-17 

12 Ongar Hill 48 24-28 07-09 20-22 

13 Freiston Shore 16 - - 07-10 

14 Frampton Marsh 16 - - 08-09 

 

RSPB sites  

2.12 The two RSPB reserves of Freiston Shore and Frampton Marsh are key areas on the 

Wash, in terms of wildlife interest and visitor pressure. The sites include large areas of 

coastal wetlands, saltmarsh and intertidal habitats. Frampton Marsh is more aimed at 

visitors, for example including a visitor centre, with refreshments and toilets. Although 

there is no charge for entry or parking at either site, donations are suggested. These 

sites were included in visitor surveys in May only. 

2.13 The RSPB also provided data on visitor numbers at the sites during the months which 

we conducted visitor surveys. These visitor numbers are derived from automated 

counters. Unfortunately data from the Freiston Shore sensor was unavailable during the 

survey periods due to a faulty sensor. Data from the Frampton Marsh sensor was 

provided as the number of visitors per day. These values are estimated from an 

                                                           

5
 http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/climate/uk/summaries/2016/may 
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electromagnetic car counter, having applied a conversion factor to calculate the 

number of visitors (calculation based on an average of two people per vehicle).  This 

automated counter data were used to provide a check on how our survey data reflects 

typical use.   

Footprint Ecology Norfolk Visitor survey 

2.14 In this report reference is also made to survey data collated at sites in Norfolk which 

provide access to The Wash. These surveys were conducted at main access points which 

provide immediate access onto the shoreline at Snettisham and Holme-next-the-Sea. 

The current survey follows an almost identical format to those used for surveys 

conducted at the two Norfolk sites. The only alterations to the survey were in the 

possible responses of some questions, which were made more appropriate to the 

regions and locations. 

2.15 Survey methodologies were identical, although seasonal timings were different. The 

visitor surveys at Snettisham were conducted in June (25-27/06/2015) and September 

(10-19/09/2015) and at Holme during July (17-18/07/2015) and January (15-

17/01/2016). 
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3. Results from current visitor surveys 

3.1 This section presents the data from the current visitor surveys conducted at the 14 

survey locations in November and September 2015, and May 2016. Examination of the 

data from other sources is conducted separately. 

Tally counts 

3.2 The visitor surveyors recorded the number of people entering or leaving sites while on 

site. In total, during the 608 hours of survey, 2,791 people (adults and minors) were 

recorded entering or leaving sites. This is equivalent to approximately 4.6 people per 

hour per site. A summary of the data for each survey point is shown in Table 5, with a 

more detailed breakdown shown in Table 6.   

Table 5: Summary of the numbers of individuals (adults and minors) entering/leaving at each survey point. 

Location 
ID 

Total individuals entering/ leaving Averaged individuals per hour 

May Sept Nov May Sept Nov Overall 

1 359 179 127 22.4 11.2 7.9 13.9 

2 14 22 2 0.9 1.4 0.1 0.8 

3 48 9 19 3.0 0.6 1.2 1.6 

4 11 44 42 0.7 2.8 2.6 2.0 

5 172 155 63 10.8 9.7 3.9 8.1 

6 36 36 20 2.3 2.3 1.3 1.9 

7 78 96 60 4.9 6.0 3.8 4.9 

8 98 69 41 6.1 4.3 2.6 4.3 

9 34 102 26 2.1 6.4 1.6 3.4 

10 32 79 61 2.0 4.9 3.8 3.6 

11 101 59 126 6.3 3.7 7.9 6.0 

12 26 19 55 1.6 1.2 3.4 2.1 

13 85   5.3   5.3* 

14 186   11.6   11.6* 

*note overall values for survey points13 and 14 do not include September and November surveys and 
therefore, although equally adjusted by per hour, they cannot be directly compared with other survey points. 

 

3.3 Survey locations were very different in their visitor footfall. The average number of 

people (adults and minors) entering or leaving per hour varied significantly between 

locations (chi squared using equal expected values, χ²=39.20, df=13, p<0.001). 

Furthermore, differences between survey points in the average daily number of people 

were significant (ANOVA on log10 daily numbers; df=13, F=6.67, p<0.001).  

3.4 The highest numbers of people recorded in the tally counts was at Gibraltar Point 

(location 1) with 665 people entering or leaving sites (this is equal to 13.9 people per 

hour). Gibraltar point also had the highest overall count in a single day (239 people), 

during the May survey. Although the highest individual count for a single day in 

September was at the Pilgrim Fathers memorial (location 5, 118 people, Table 6) and in 
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November of 90 people at Sutton Bridge East (location 11). At both these latter 

locations the peak values were recorded on particularly warm, sunny weekend days.  

3.5 The quietest sites were Friskney (location 2), followed by Wrangle (3), where just 38 and 

76 people were recorded. This equates to 0.8 and 1.6 people per hour respectively. 

Visitor numbers at locations 8 (Holbeach St Matthew) and 12 (Ongar Hill) were at a 

similar low levels during the week, however the visitor number were much higher at 

weekends (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1: The number of individuals (adults and minors) recorded entering or leaving past survey points. Bars 

are shown for each of the three survey periods; May, September and November and within these by 

weekend and weekday. 

3.6 The total number of people recorded during tallies is shown in Map 2, with the relative 

percentage of individuals in May, September and November represented. For the 

majority of sites the number of visitors was greater in September or May than 

November (Figure 1). At some survey locations the number of visitors was considerably 

higher in a particular season. For example, in September at Gedney Drove End, location 

9 (reasons are unclear), and at Wrangle, location 3, in May (attributed to higher 

numbers of seasonal workers visiting during breaks). 

3.7 Ranking of the survey points by the number of individuals entering/leaving sites for 

September and November separately showed interesting results. Comparison of these 

rankings showed Gibraltar Point (location 1) was the only survey point with a consistent 

ranking, as the highest ranked location in both September and November. Otherwise 

the ranking of survey points could move quite noticeably between seasons. The reasons 
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for this were largely attributed to the day to day changes in weather and the overall low 

numbers more markedly showing changes in rank.   

3.8 The average number of dogs per person differed between survey locations. Lowest 

relative numbers of dogs was at Frampton Marsh (location 14), average of 0.1 dogs per 

person, and highest at Kirton Marsh (location 6, average of 2.0). The number of dogs 

per group was usually similar between seasons, the notable exception to this was at 

Pilgrim Fathers Memorial (location 5) where the numbers of dogs was almost double 

during November surveys. 

3.9 The typical group size was on average 1.7 people per group, with fairly little difference 

recorded between locations (Map 3). The largest group size was recorded at the Pilgrim 

Fathers memorial (location 5) with an average of 2.0 people per group and the smallest 

(1.4 people per group) at Kirton Marsh (location 6). 
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Table 6: Summary of the number of people, dogs and cars entering/leaving past the surveyor at each survey location during September and November surveys. Grey 

shading reflects the highest counts for each location. 

 Location 
ID 

May September November 

Groups People Dogs Minors Groups People Dogs Minors Groups People Dogs Minors 

W
ee

kd
ay

 (
en

te
ri

n
g/

le
av

in
g)

 

1 66 120 17 0 49 88 9 0 26 39 3 1 

2 2 2 2 0 3 3 1 0 2 2 0 0 

3 15 15 5 0 3 5 2 0 4 6 2 0 

4 2 3 6 0 9 16 16 0 12 18 2 0 

5 38 89 41 15 22 36 24 1 13 15 17 0 

6 12 12 33 0 10 13 17 2 14 16 26 0 

7 14 20 20 0 26 43 41 0 13 20 14 0 

8 14 22 28 0 6 10 15 0 10 10 17 0 

9 10 11 10 0 10 16 13 1 13 14 18 0 

10 17 23 19 0 16 19 20 0 14 15 12 0 

11 15 24 10 0 7 10 7 0 26 35 19 1 

12 5 5 11 0 4 5 6 0 10 13 8 0 

13 10 14 10 0         

14 45 75 11 0         

W
ee

ke
n

d
 (

en
te

ri
n

g/
le

av
in

g)
 

1 104 219 24 20 44 84 10 7 55 83 6 4 

2 7 12 4 0 8 15 9 4 0 0 0 0 

3 20 33 12 0 3 4 0 0 7 13 10 0 

4 6 8 11 0 12 25 12 3 16 24 23 0 

5 33 61 22 7 41 97 19 21 19 41 23 7 

6 15 24 27 0 9 18 19 3 4 4 5 0 

7 30 53 40 5 31 51 39 2 18 34 28 6 

8 24 62 43 14 23 49 33 10 16 29 13 2 

9 13 23 29 0 36 75 44 10 10 12 18 0 

10 7 9 7 0 31 55 30 5 17 38 21 8 
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 Location 
ID 

May September November 

Groups People Dogs Minors Groups People Dogs Minors Groups People Dogs Minors 

11 27 62 15 15 30 49 30 0 43 84 35 6 

12 9 19 13 2 9 14 13 0 17 37 34 5 

13 40 66 18 5         

14 59 101 3 10         

Total 659 1187 491 93 442 800 429 69 379 602 354 40 
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Interviews 

Visit type 

3.10 Surveyors asked a series of questions during face-to-face interviews. The first question 

aims to understand the type of visitor; asking them to describe their visit according to 

set categories. These categories were: short visit from home; short trip staying with 

friends/family and other. The vast majority of interviewees were on a short trip, with 

588 (84%) visiting from home and only 16 interviewees (2%) staying with friends/family. 

Visitors on holiday in the area amounted to only 85 interviewees (12%) . There were 12 

interviewees (1.7%) who were seasonal workers. The seasonal workers were living at 

local farms, but were not working at the time of interview, and were visiting the coast 

during breaks. The remaining three interviewees that categorised their visit as “other”; 

were “stopping off”, “working away” or “attending funeral locally”. 

Table 7: The percentage of interviewees from main visitor type groups recorded at the survey points by 

season. Classes that are not shown (“staying with friends/family” and “other”) amounted to no more than 

10% at any single location. 

Location 
ID 

MAY SEPTEMBER NOVEMBER 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

in
te

rv
ie

w
e

e
s Percentage of interviewees 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

in
te

rv
ie

w
e

e
s 

Percentage of 
interviewees 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

in
te

rv
ie

w
e

e
s 

Percentage of 
interviewees 

From 
home 

On 
holiday 

Seasonal 
worker 

From 
home 

On 
holiday 

From 
home 

On 
holiday 

1 59 58 36 0 46 52 48 35 69 26 

2 6 83 17 0 5 100 0 1 100 0 

3 22 41 5 55 1 100 0 8 88 13 

4 7 100 0 0 10 100 0 11 100 0 

5 31 87 3 0 32 94 3 13 100 0 

6 15 93 7 0 10 100 0 9 100 0 

7 22 95 0 0 27 96 0 12 92 0 

8 14 100 0 0 15 87 7 8 100 0 

9 11 91 9 0 26 88 12 15 100 0 

10 11 91 9 0 19 95 5 18 100 0 

11 20 85 15 0 22 77 14 34 88 9 

12 8 100 0 0 8 88 13 15 87 7 

13 24 88 8 0       

14 54 87 13 0       

Total 304 80 13 3 221 83 14 179 89 8 

 

3.11 The relative number of these visitor types differed slightly at the different survey points 

and seasons (Table 7). Unsurprisingly the percentage of interviewees on holiday was 

greater in May and September (13% and 14% of interviewees), compared to in 

November (just 8%). Although the percentage of interviewees from these visitor types 
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at individual locations was not significantly different between seasons (Kruskal-Wallis;% 

on holiday: df=2, H=2.512, p=0.275. % from home: df=2, H=3.17, p=0.204).  

Activities 

3.12 Across the whole survey the main activity was dog walking, with half of all interviewees 

(50%) conducting this activity (Table 8). Of the remaining visitors, many were walking or 

bird watching, 19% and 14% respectively. A range of other activities (such as enjoying 

the scenery, wildfowling and having an outing with the family) accounted for the 

remaining 17%, although no single activity accounted for more than 3% when 

considering the data pooled for all seasons.  

3.13 Table 8 shows that at all but two sites dog walking was the most common activity. 

These two locations were Gibraltar Point and Frampton Marsh (locations 1 and 14). At 

these sites bird watching was ranked highest, followed by walking and thirdly by dog 

walking. At most sites walking and bird/wildlife watching featured within the top three 

ranked activities. 

Table 8: The top three most common activities recorded during interviews across all seasons. Values in 

brackets show the percentage of interviews for each row. Activities with joint rankings are indicated in 

italics.  

Location 
ID 

1
st

 ranked activity 2
nd

 ranked activity 3
rd

 ranked activity 

1 Bird watching (38) Walking (34) Dog walking (9) 

2 Dog walking (58) Enjoy scenery/sightseeing & Cycling/Mountain Biking (17) 

3 Dog walking (42) Cycling/Mountain Biking (19) Walking (16) 

4 Dog walking (64) Enjoy scenery/sightseeing (11) Walking & Work & bait digging (7) 

5 Dog walking (62) Walking (20) Outing with family (9) 

6 Dog walking (79) Walking & Wildfowling (6) 

7 Dog walking (79) Walking (11) Outing with family (3) 

8 Dog walking (59) Wildfowling (19) Walking (14) 

9 Dog walking (71) Walking (13) Bird watching (6) 

10 Dog walking (75) Walking (10) Wildlife watching (4) 

11 Dog walking (62) Walking (25) Bird watching (4) 

12 Dog walking (58) Walking (19) Bird watching & Wildfowling (6) 

13 Dog walking (58) Walking & Bird watching & Wildlife watching (13) 

14 Bird watching (65) Walking (13) Dog walking (11) 

Total Dog walking (50) Walking (19) Bird watching (14) 

 

3.14 Dog walking, walking and bird watching were the top three ranked activities overall, and 

these main activities were consistently in the top three between seasons. Although in 

November the ranking of the numbers bird watching was greater than those walking. 

Table 9 shows the ranking of all activities overall, and how these compare to the 

rankings at individual seasons. The “Other” category in Table 9 includes four responses 

from four interviewees; these activities were; fishing, flying a model plane, 

longboarding and a couple exploring and staying overnight in a campervan. 
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3.15 The largest changes between seasons were in the numbers of walkers and wildfowlers 

recorded during interviews. The percentage of interviewees who were walking in May 

was much higher than compared to in November. While the numbers of interviewees 

who were wildfowlers was, intuitively, higher in winter; and four times greater in 

November than September. Although it is important to note that during November 

surveyors were on site at times closer to dawn and dusk. Map 5 shows the proportions 

of activities for each survey point and during each season. 

Table 9: Number of interviewees recorded for each activity shown in total and separately for each month of 

survey. Activities are listed in order of their rank across all seasons. Percentages for each activity are shown 

in brackets, expressed as a total for each column. Values underlined and in bold are the cells with the 

highest percentage of the three survey periods.  Note that no adjustment for greater survey effort in May 

has been made for the results presented here. 

Activity Overall May September November 

Dog walking 353 (50) 141 (46) 113 (51) 99 (55) 

Walking 131 (19) 70 (23) 42 (19) 19 (11) 

Bird watching  102 (14) 46 (15) 33 (15) 23 (13) 

Wildlife watching 22 (3) 13 (4) 3 (1) 6 (3) 

Enjoy scenery/sightseeing 20 (3) 5 (2) 7 (3) 8 (4) 

Outing with family 15 (2) 7 (2) 5 (2) 3 (2) 

Wildfowling 15 (2) 0 (0) 3 (1) 12 (7) 

Cycling/Mountain Biking 13 (2) 9 (3) 4 (2) 0 (0) 

Photography 13 (2) 7 (2) 2 (1) 4 (2) 

Jogging/power walking 6 (1) 3 (1) 2 (1) 1 (1) 

Bait digging 5 (1) 1 (0) 2 (1) 2 (1) 

Work (conservation related) 5 (1) 1 (0) 2 (1) 2 (1) 

Other 4 (1) 1 (0) 3 (1) 0 (0) 

Total 704 (100) 304 (100) 221 (100) 179 (100) 
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Dogs 

3.16 The number of dogs accompanying each interviewed group was observed by the 

surveyor and this was not restricted to just those who reported their activity as dog 

walking  as some other activities may also involve dogs.  Overall 92% of the dogs 

recorded were with interviewed groups who gave their activity as dog walking. Other 

groups with dogs included wildfowlers (averaged as every group with a dog), those on 

an outing with the family (averaged as half of groups with a dog), and those enjoying 

scenery (averaged as 1 in 5 groups with a dog).  

3.17 During the interviews, surveyors recorded if the dogs with the group were on or off lead 

at the time of the interview (Table 10). On average just under three quarters of dogs 

were off lead during the interviews (72% of dogs). At the ‘nature reserves’ the 

proportion of dogs off lead was lowest (e.g. Gibraltar point, Frampton Marsh and 

Frieston Shore), as was the average number of dogs. Although at Kirton Marsh (location 

6), part of the Wash NNR, one of the highest average number of dogs and highest 

proportions of dogs off lead was recorded. 

Table 10: Number of dogs recorded and percentage of these off lead from interviews. 

Location ID Number of 
interviews dog 

walking 

Number of dogs 
recorded in 
interviews 

Averaged number of 
dogs per group 

Percentage of dogs 
in interviews off 

lead 

1 13 14 1.1 14 

2 7 8 1.1 100 

3 13 22 1.7 82 

4 18 30 1.7 87 

5 47 66 1.4 64 

6 27 55 2 95 

7 48 82 1.7 68 

8 22 35 1.6 94 

9 37 79 2.1 77 

10 36 50 1.4 98 

11 47 65 1.4 42 

12 18 38 2.1 79 

13 14 15 1.1 20 

14 6 6 1 0 

Total 353 565 1.6 72 
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Transport 

3.18 The majority of interviewees (89%) arrived at the sites by car. Those on foot made up 

7% of interviews and those by bicycle 3%. The lowest percentage of those arriving by 

car was recorded at Wrangle (survey point 3; 45% of interviewees), closely followed by 

Friskney (survey point 2, 50% of interviewees).  

Visit duration 

3.19 Most visits were generally for a short period of time. Across all sites the most common 

response for visit duration was between 30 minutes to 1 hour (271 interviewees, 39% of 

interviews), followed by visits of 1-2 hours (194 interviewees, 28%). The averaged visit 

duration was roughly estimated from the frequencies of these classes as 1 ¼ hours. 

3.20 The pattern of visit duration was different between survey points ( Figure 2). The 

proportions of visitors visiting for different durations was compared to the overall 

average to show which locations differed the most. This was conducted with a chi-

squared test, with the results shown in Table 11. Only four locations had proportions 

which were not highly significantly different from the overall average (locations 3, 6, 9 

and 10). The two locations which were the most different (based on goodness of fit 

values) were Frampton Marsh (location 14) and Pilgrim Fathers Memorial (5). These two 

sites were opposite ends of the spectrum. Long visits were typical at Frampton Marsh, 

with just over 60% staying for at least 2 hours, and very short visits typical at Pilgrim 

Fathers Memorial, with 76% stayed for less than 1 hour (Table 11). 

 

Figure 2: The duration of visit to the site recorded from interviews at each survey location. Number of 

interviewees for each survey location are shown in brackets. 
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Table 11: The approximate average visit duration at each survey location and the results of a chi squared 

test on the proportions as shown in Figure 2 against the average considering all survey locations. (df=5 for 

all tests) 

Location 
ID 

Location Name Approximated 
average visit 

duration 
(hours) 

Percentage of 
interviewees 

visiting for 
<1hour 

Chi-squared results on 
proportions shown in Figure 2 

against overall average 

χ² P value 

1 Gibraltar Point 2.2 23 52.08 <0.001 

2 Friskney 0.6 83 43.83 <0.001 

3 Wrangle 1.1 65 10.35 0.066 

4 Leverton 0.8 82 40.44 <0.001 

5 
Pilgrim Fathers 

memorial 
0.7 76 67.52 <0.001 

6 Kirton Marsh 1.1 50 18.01 0.003 

7 Middle Marsh Road 0.7 80 32.96 <0.001 

8 Holbeach St. Matthews 1.2 62 25.01 <0.001 

9 Gedney Drove End 1 54 14.93 0.011 

10 Sutton Bridge West 0.9 65 18.30 0.003 

11 Sutton Bridge East 0.9 70 24.63 <0.001 

12 Ongar Hill 1.2 35 44.665 <0.001 

13 Frieston Shore 1.2 33 55.27 <0.001 

14 Frampton Marsh 2.8 9 132.48 <0.001 

  

3.21 The activities conducted at survey locations were one of the main factors explaining the 

differences in visit duration. For example dog walkers tended to have very short visits, 

with over half (57%) of dog walkers visiting for between 30 minutes to one hour. For 

bird watchers, most were visiting for four hours or more (34%), closely followed by 1 to 

2 hours (28%). For those walking the most common duration reported was 1 to 2 hours, 

by 42% of interviewees. 

3.22 Colder weather in winter months often reduces visit duration and during the November 

surveys there was a greater proportion of short visits between 30 minutes to one hour 

(43% of interviews), compared to in May and September (37% in both months). 

Interestingly, there was also an increase in the proportion of very long visits over 4 

hours (11%), compared to May and September (9% and 5% respectively). This appears 

in part due to the greater number of wildfowlers who were on site for long periods. 

There were some significant differences in the proportions of these visit duration 

classes between seasons (May- Sept; χ²=5.425, p=0.336. May-Nov; χ²=10.125, p=0.072. 

Sept-Nov; χ²=12.415, p=0.030. df=5 for all). 
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Visit frequency 

3.23 Interviewees were asked how frequently they had visited the location they were 

currently at over the last year. Responses were grouped into categories by the surveyor 

and proportions of these six different classes shown in Figure 3. Sites with frequent 

visitors who usually visited daily, if not more frequently (e.g. at least 350 visits a year) 

were at Friskney (survey point 2), Gedney Drove End (9) and Sutton Bridge West (10). 

The highest proportions of infrequent visitors was observed at Gibraltar point (1) and 

Frampton Marsh (14). 

 

 Figure 3: Approximate number of visits per year conducted by interviewees expressed as a percentage of all 

those interviewed at each survey location. Number of interviewees for each survey location are shown in 

brackets. 

Visit timing 

3.24 The seasonal changes in visits can be important in determining any variation over the 

year in recreational pressure.  As such interviewees were asked if they tended to visit 

more at a particular time of year. Of the interviewees who answered, 60% (425 

interviewees) suggesting they visited equally over the entire year. Considering those 

which selected a single season the majority suggested they visited most during autumn 

(30%), with lowest reported visits in the winter (13%) (Figure 4). 

3.25 Examining these seasonal visit preferences by activity also shows most visit all year 

round. Joggers and dog walkers were the main groups which visited all year round (83% 

and 79% of interviewees). While wildfowlers were least likely to visit all year round (7%, 
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one interviewee), with an obvious preference for autumn/winter. Those on an outing 

with the family were most likely to visit in the summer (46%), while bird watchers often 

visited all year round (41%) or (if any season) preferentially in the autumn (18%). 

 

Figure 4: The season which interviewees most frequently visited the area, expressed as the percentage of 

interviews at each survey point. Interviewees which did not know or were on their first visit were excluded 

and those who responded that they visited equally all year around are equally dispersed in each season. 

Reasons for visiting 

3.26 Interviewees were asked to describe their reasons for selecting the particular location 

where interviewed. Surveyors categorised all responses and then asked the interviewee 

to select a single main reason. By far, the most main common reason was the site being 

close to home (18% of interviewees), followed by scenery (9%) and wildlife interest 

(8%). 

3.27 These main reasons could differ between individual survey locations and certain groups 

became apparent. At the three main nature reserve sites; Gibraltar Point (location 1), 

Freiston Shore (13) and Frampton Marsh (14), top three factors could include the 

location being close to home, but this was ranked lower than or equal to factors such as 

“wildlife interest”, and “scenery/views”. At Holbeach St. Matthews (8), Gedney Drove 

End (9) and Sutton Bridge East (11) factors such as “not many people”, “scenery/views” 

and ”quiet” were ranked high, suggesting these sites have possibly less use and are 

positively selected by visitors for their particular characteristics,. In comparison at all 

other sites the main reason was “close to home”, suggesting many visitors are choosing 

the nearest place for the activity. 

0 20 40 60 80 100

1 (140)

2 (12)

3 (31)

4 (28)

5 (76)

6 (34)

7 (61)

8 (37)

9 (52)

10 (48)

11 (76)

12 (31)

13 (24)

14 (54)

Percentage of interviewees 

Spring

Summer

Autumn

Winter



W A S H  V I S I T O R  S U R V E Y  

35 
 

3.28 Other reasons given were diverse and accompanying free text boxes were used to 

highlight these. Some particular reasons include; reported bird sightings for bird 

watchers, the weather conditions, site being suitable for wildfowling, and being able to 

see aircraft (at location 9 only). 

 

Table 12: Top three main reasons interviewees gave for visiting each site. (Reasons reported by just one 

interviewee are not shown). 

Location 
ID 

1
st

 ranked reason 2
nd

 ranked reason 3
rd

 ranked reason 

1 
wildlife interest 

(32) 
close to home 

(22) 
scenery/views (15) 

2 
close to home 

(3) 
- - 

3 
close to home 

(14) 
not many people (2)- good for dog/dog enjoys it (2) 

4 
close to home 

(4) 
quiet – no traffic noise (3); not many people (3); 

scenery/views (3) 

5 
close to home 

(25) 
scenery/views 

(6) 
not many people (5) 

6 
close to home 

(8) 
quiet – no traffic noise 

(6) 
not many people (6) 

7 
close to home 

(17) 
quiet – no traffic noise 

(7) 
wildlife interest (5); good for dog/dog 

enjoys it (5); able to take dog (5) 

8 
not many people 

(5) 
rural/wild feel 

(4) 
scenery/views (3); quiet – no traffic 

noise (3) 

9 
not many people 

(6) 
scenery/views 

(4) 
able to take dog (3); close to home (3) 

10 
close to home 

(9) 
scenery/views 

(3) 
able to take dog (5); not many people 

(6); weather (2) 

11 
scenery/views 

(12) 
quiet – no traffic noise 

(11) 
close to home (7) 

12 
close to home 

(6) 
quiet -  no traffic noise 

(3) 
scenery/views (3) 

13 
good for dog/dog enjoys 

it (8) 
quiet – no traffic noise 

(5) 
wildlife interest (4); scenery/views (4) 

14 close to home (6); near coast/water (6); scenery/views (6) 

 

Alternative sites 

3.29 The fact that many interviewees visit these sites as they are their nearest site is 

important. However, we also wanted to try and understand how these sites related to 

other sites visited, in order to understand the range of locations visited and wider 

context. Interviewees were asked to name other sites which they visit (to undertake the 

same activity as undertaken when interviewed). Some struggled to name an alternative 

site, and 103 interviewees (15%) were not able to a name a single site.  

3.30 Most named locations were other parts of the Wash, suggesting a particular draw for 

coastal sites or a lack of alternative inland destinations. The highest ranked named 

locations were Frampton (37), and specifically Frampton Marsh (26), followed by 
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Freiston (23) and specifically Freiston Shore (27). Other key highest ranked sites were 

Gedney Drove End (19), Sutton Bridge (16) and Gibraltar Point (13). The named sites at 

each location are shown in Table 13. 

 

Table 13: The top four alternative locations interviewees suggested they would visit if they could not have 

been at the current site.  

Location 
ID 

1
st

 Rank 2
nd

 Rank 3
rd

 Rank 4
th

 Rank 

1 None (14) Skegness (10) Frampton (9) Frampton Marsh (8) 

2 Skegness (2); Friskney (2); Wrangle (2) - 

3 None (12) Wrangle (4) Freiston (2); Just Here (2);  Leverton (2) 

4 Freiston Shore (5) Freiston (3); Butterwick (3) None (2) 

5 None (15) Freiston Shore (13) Frampton (6) Frampton Marsh (4) 

6 Frampton (7) Frampton Marsh (6) None (3); Holbeach (3) 

7 None (8) 
Holbeach St Matthew 

(6) 
Frampton Marsh (5) 

Holbeach (3) Fosdyke 
(3); Shep Whites (3) 

8 None (8) Fosdyke (3); Sutton Bridge (3); Kirton (3) 

9 None (12) 
Gedney Drove End 

(6) 
Sutton Bridge (4) 

Holbeach St Matthew 
(3) 

10 None (9) 
Gedney Drove End 

(7) 
Sutton Bridge East (4); Nene (4) 

11 None (11) 
Sutton Bridge West 

(9) 
Gedney Drove End (4); Sandringham (4) 

12 None (6) 
Terrington St 
Clement (5) 

Sutton Bridge (2); North Norfolk Coast (2); 
Gedney Marsh (2) 

13 Frampton (8) Boston Park (3) None (2); Havenside (2) 

14 Freiston (9) Gibraltar Point (7) Titchwell (5) 
Boston Golf Course (3) 
Cley (3); Freiston Shore 

(3); Rutland (3) 

 

Awareness of conservation importance 

3.31 The awareness of individuals to the sensitive nature of the site they were visiting was 

also examined, as this may affect visitor behaviour. Across all surveys, half of 

interviewees were aware of conservation designations applying to the area. Remaining 

interviewees were either unsure (16%), but mostly unaware of any designation (34%).  

3.32 Considering individual survey points, awareness was variable (as shown in Table 14). 

Highest awareness was recorded at Leverton (location 4), with 71% of interviewees 

aware of conservation designations. The survey point with the lowest awareness was at 

Wrangle and Holbeach St. Matthews (locations 3 and 8), with 32% aware of 

conservation designations. These locations were followed closely by Freiston Shore with 

only 33% aware, which was surprising given the relatively high profile of the site and the 

on-site interpretation.  

3.33 At the sites with a visitor centre, Gibraltar Point (note this was closed during the 

surveys) and Frampton Marsh (location 1 and 14), awareness was around 48%, however 
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this was the same as the average across the remaining locations. The sites with 

interpretation boards/information on the wildlife aspects of the sites had slightly higher 

awareness, 51%, compared to those without, 46% (Table 14). 

Table 14: The percentage of interviewees aware of conservation designations at each survey location. 

ID 

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

in
te

rv
ie

w
e

e
s 

V
is

it
o

r 
ce

n
tr

e
 

In
te

rp
re

ta
ti

o
n

 

b
o

ar
d

 d
et

ai
lin

g 

n
at

u
re

/w
ild

lif
e

 

in
te

re
st

 

Percentage of interviewees aware of 
any conservation designations 

Percentage of 
interviewees 

unable to name 
any important 

habitats Not aware Unsure Aware 

1 140   25 21 54 69 

2 12 × × 8 50 42 75 

3 31 × × 61 6 32 39 

4 28 ×  14 14 71 75 

5 76 ×  21 20 59 36 

6 34 ×  53 0 47 50 

7 61 × × 10 21 69 44 

8 37 × × 59 8 32 51 

9 52 × × 33 15 52 60 

10 48 × × 21 23 56 44 

11 76 ×  47 17 36 37 

12 31 × × 35 16 48 29 

13 24 ×  67 0 33 8 

14 54   54 6 41 20 

 704 - - 34 16 50 47 

 

3.34 Interviewees were asked whether they were aware of any particular important habitats 

(for nature conservation) on the sites where interviewed. Again, approximately half 

were able to name one or more habitats which were important, and there were 

differences between survey locations. Overall particular consideration was given to 

saltmarsh, with just over half of the responses mentioning saltmarsh habitats (52%) as 

shown in Figure 5.  



W A S H  V I S I T O R  S U R V E Y  

38 
 

 

Figure 5: Number of responses from interviews for each habitat type in response to the question asking to 

name any habitats at the survey area vulnerable to impacts from recreation. Only considers interviewees 

visiting from home and those able to answer with a habitat.  
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Visitor routes 

3.35 The route taken by interviewed groups was recorded by the surveyor during the 

interviews. Routes were then digitised within GIS to the spatial distributions of visitor 

access. 

3.36 The length of the individual routes was calculated, and we found significant differences 

in route length between locations (Kruskal-Wallis; H=88.27, df=13, p<0.001) and 

between activities (Kruskal-Wallis; H=33.74, df=11, p<0.001). These two factors are 

likely to be inter-related, as certain activities by their nature may be long or short, while 

certain locations may not be suitable for short or conversely long routes, and 

furthermore certain locations may be more or less suited to certain activities. 

3.37 The typical length of route undertaken by survey location is shown in Table 15. This 

shows the longest routes were conducted at Friskney (location 2, median route length 

5.2 km) followed by Freiston Shore (13, 5.1 km) and Sutton Bridge East (11, 4.9 km). 

Reasons for these are possibly influenced by the routes available, which due to the 

preference by many people for circular walks and the nature of sites forces longer 

routes (e.g. ditches prevent changes in direction, forcing people to linear routes). In 

addition, the activities which have typically long routes were recorded at these sites; for 

example cyclists at Friskney, bird/wildlife watchers at Freiston and walkers at Sutton 

Bridge East.  

3.38 Shortest routes were conducted at Leverton (location 4, 1.7 km median route length). 

This is most likely due to the relatively high number of interviewees who described their 

activity as “enjoying scenery/sightseeing”, the group with the shortest routes overall. 

3.39 As already noted the route length varied significantly by the activity (Table 16). The 

longest routes were conducted by those interviewees “cycling/mountain biking” 

(median route length 5.5 km) and shortest, as already stated, by these “enjoying 

scenery/sightseeing” (1.0 km).  

3.40 At all locations the majority of interviewees said their route was a typical length. 

Overall, 63% of interviewees said their route was of normal length, while 14% were on 

their first visit and 11% were not sure. Of the remaining interviewees 10% said their 

route was shorter than normal and just 2% longer than normal. During November, 

perhaps due to colder weather, the percentage of interviewees suggesting their routes 

were shorter than normal was 18% of interviewees. Previous knowledge of the area, 

the activity being undertaken and the weather were the top three factors interviewees 

reported as having influenced their route. 
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Table 15: Summary of the length of routes and areas covered by each survey point location. 

Location 
ID 

Location Name Number 
of routes 
recorded 

Median of 
route length 

(km) 

Percentage of 
interviewees 

below mean high 
water mark 

Average 
percentage of 
route buffer in 

SPA 

1 Gibraltar Point 139 3.0 1 74 

2 Friskney  11 5.2 0 2 

3 Wrangle 31 3.7 16 31 

4 Leverton 28 1.7 14 41 

5 Pilgrim Fathers memorial 73 2.4 0 20 

6 Kirton Marsh 33 3.0 24 46 

7 Middle Marsh Road 60 3.8 2 24 

8 Holbeach St. Matthews 36 2.5 25 50 

9 Gedney Drove End 52 3.5 8 38 

10 Sutton Bridge West 48 2.8 2 21 

11 Sutton Bridge East 76 4.9 1 33 

12 Ongar Hill 31 4.2 10 40 

13 Frieston Shore 24 5.1 0 21 

14 Frampton Marsh 51 4.2 0 33 

 

Table 16: Summary of the length of routes and areas covered by each activity. 

Activity Number of 
routes recorded 

Median of 
route 

length (km) 

Percentage of 
interviewees 
below mean 
high water 

mark 

Average 
percentage of 
route buffer in 

SPA 

Bait digging 5 4.4 80 58 

Bird watching 100 3.7 1 53 

Cycling/Mountain Biking 13 5.5 0 22 

Dog walking 348 3.4 4 33 

Enjoy scenery/sightseeing 20 1.0 5 34 

Jogging/power walking 6 3.9 0 31 

Outing with family 14 2.8 0 38 

Photography  13 3.6 0 37 

Walking  130 3.3 2 48 

Wildfowling  15 4.1 80 56 

Wildlife watching 20 4.3 0 49 

Work (conservation related) 5 2.5 40 50 

 

3.41 Examining routes further we attempted to understand how the routes reflected use of 

potentially sensitive parts of sites. In the GIS, routes which extended into foreshore or 

beyond, categorised as below the Mean High Water mark on the OS 1:25,000, were 

noted. Of all the routes captured, 37 were noted as going below the MHW at some 

point, representing 6% of routes. This represented 80% of those interviewees who were 

bait digging and 80% of those who were wildfowling. Of those who were on the sites for 

work, 40% of routes included part of the route below the MHW. For dog walkers and 
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those enjoying scenery/sightseeing those below the MHW represented approximately 

5%. 

3.42 Another way of understanding the possible influences on the site was attempted. This 

buffered each route by 500 meters and examined the area of this buffer which was 

within the SPA. It was necessary to buffer the routes (rather than simply calculate route 

length within the SPA) as much of the infrastructure used for access, such as seawalls, 

are on the edge of the designated site boundary and slight inaccuracies in mapping 

could have a marked effect.   While 500m is well beyond the distances at which many 

birds might respond to the presence of people (e.g. Stillman et al. 2012), the landscape 

around the Wash is very open and people walking on seawalls etc. are often highly 

visible.  Birds will often use fields etc. outside the SPA boundary.  Furthermore, routes 

were plotted on paper maps and therefore may not fully capture exactly where people 

went and in particular will not reflect dogs off leads etc.  Five hundred metres therefore 

provides a pragmatic and precautionary distance.  

3.43 Due to the SPA designation of the whole site itself, Gibraltar Point had the highest 

average percentage of the buffered routes within the SPA, with on average 75% of the 

buffered route within the SPA. The lowest average was at Friskney, just 2% of the route 

on average. This is unsurprising given the survey point was located in the fields away 

from the shoreline and therefore the SPA boundary. All other survey points were 

between fairly evenly distributed with between 20 - 50% of the buffers in the SPA on 

average. Considering the routes by activities those with on average 50% of the route 

within the SPA were those interviewees who were; bait digging, wildfowling, bird 

watching and working. 

3.44 Routes are summarised in map 6, which shows the density of routes recorded in 

individual 200 x 200 m hexagonal cells. Due to the unequal survey effort at survey 

points on the RSPB sites (13 and 14), the summed routes at all other locations were 

adjusted to account for effort. The map shows an almost continuous pattern of routes 

around the Wash (main expectation being between Friskney and Gibraltar Point). High 

densities of routes are usually associated with the busiest survey locations, although 

this does also serve to highlight where highest pressures are likely away from these 

areas.  

3.45 At Pilgrim Fathers memorial with typically short route lengths, the highest footfall is 

often restricted to the area immediately adjacent to the survey point (along the Haven), 

but the high levels do not extend very far to the end of The Haven and Freiston Low. 

However it should be noted another car park is located in this area. Conversely at 

Sutton Bridge East, due to long visitor routes, visitor footfall extends for some length 

along the Wash (following the Peter Scott walk). 
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Postcodes 

3.46 During the surveys, 693 interviewees provided their home postcode. Three interviewees 

were on holiday from abroad and were unable to provide a postcode. All other 

postcodes gaps were due to refusals to supply a postcode or the interviewee not 

knowing their postcode. Of those who supplied a postcode 662 were valid and 

georeferenced. The distribution of these postcodes across the UK is shown in the inset 

map in map 7. 

3.47 The main map in map 7 shows the density of postcodes in the Lincolnshire area. With 

high numbers of interviewees from settlements such as Boston, Skegness, Spalding, 

Holbeach, Sutton Bridge. However many rural postcodes are recorded and often with a 

high density of interviewees still at postcodes with low populations. Numbers of 

interviewees at individual settlements are examined in more detail below. 

Districts and settlements 

3.48 Respondents from Lincolnshire made up 72% of all interviewees (478) at the survey 

points. The next highest ranked county was Norfolk, accounting for 7% (49), and all 

other counties and cities (e.g. City of Peterborough, Greater London) accounted  the 

remaining 20%, but with no single remaining region accounting for more than 4%.  

3.49 Postcodes were examined on a district basis within Lincolnshire (Table 17). The districts 

of Boston and South Holland accounted for 81% of all the interviewees from 

Lincolnshire and 59% of all interviewees across the UK. Data were also extracted for 

individual settlements (Table 18). Settlements were defined using Open Source 

Ordnance Survey data (built-up areas) in the GIS.  It can be seen that Boston was the 

settlement with by far the highest number of interviewees – some 17% of all the 

Lincolnshire postcodes recorded in the survey. 

Table 17: The number and percentage of interviewees recorded from each District within Lincolnshire. 

District Number of postcodes Percentage of Lincolnshire 
postcodes 

Boston Borough 200 41.8 

South Holland District 188 39.3 

East Lindsey District 63 13.2 

North Kesteven District 12 2.5 

Lincoln Borough 7 1.5 

South Kesteven District 5 1.0 

West Lindsey District 3 0.6 

Total 478 100 
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Table 18: The number and percentage of interviewees recorded from each urban settlement within 

Lincolnshire. 

Settlements Number of postcodes Percentage of Lincolnshire 
postcodes 

Boston 82 17.2 

Skegness 25 5.2 

Holbeach 24 5.0 

Sutton Bridge 23 4.8 

Long Sutton 20 4.2 

Spalding 13 2.7 

Kirton 11 2.3 

Fishtoft 8 1.7 

Lincoln 7 1.5 

Wrange 7 1.5 

Sleaford 5 1.0 

Moulton 4 0.8 

Horncastle 3 0.6 

Old Leake 3 0.6 

Sutterton 3 0.6 

Tydd St Mary 3 0.6 

Whaplode 3 0.6 

All other settlements 35 7.3 

Outside settlements 199 41.6 

 

3.50 Following from Table 18 we present similar data in Table 19.  In the table we show the 

current number of properties in each settlement (column a6) and the future levels of 

development set out in the Local Plan (column b).  The percentage change for each 

settlement is given in column c and it can be seen for example that Boston is expected 

to increase by a third (33%).  Column (d) gives the number of interviewee postcodes 

from the survey  - with these values expressed as a percentage in column e) (i.e. the 82 

interviewee postcodes from Boston reflect 12.4% of the postcodes generated in the 

survey).  Column f) is the number of interviewee postcodes per residential property in 

the settlement, and is therefore an indication of the extent to which development at 

the given settlement might result in increased visit rates.  In column g we predict the 

number of interviewee postcodes a new survey might have generated – were it to be 

repeated after completion of the development set out in the Local Plan.  Column h gives 

the difference (i.e. column d subtracted from column g).   The overall difference is 68 

interviewees.  This suggests that were the survey to be repeated again after the new 

development was built and occupied, we might expect an additional 68 interviewees, an 

                                                           

6
 derived from national postcode data sets held by Footprint Ecology, based on codepoint data with the 

number of residential properties given per postcode 
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increase in recreational use of around 10%, given the survey generated a total of 662 

postcodes.  This increase is the increase in recreation that might be attributed 

specifically to the new development in south-east Lincolnshire.  Development in other 

areas would result in additional increases in recreation.   
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Table 19: Visitor data by settlement, drawing on data in the Local Plan (Consultation Version, January 2016, Policy 11, with amendments from June 2016).  Values in 

bold highlight the top five values in column. 

 a) Current 
number of 
residential 
properties 
(postcode 

data, 
2016) 

b) Number 
of 

properties 
allocated in 
local plan 
(policy 11) 

c) %increase 
in 

residential 
properties 

d) Number of 
interviewees 

recorded from 
each 

settlement 

e) % of 
interviewees 

in each 
settlement 

(from total 662 
interviewees 

providing 
postcodes) 

f) Number of 
interviewees 
per current 
residential 
property 

g) Predicted 
number of 

interviewees 
given increase 

in housing 

h) Difference 
between 

number of 
interviewees 

(d) and 
predicted 

interviewees 
(g) 

Sub-Regional Centres         
Boston 18,026 5,900 33 82 12.4 0.005 109.06 27.06 

Spalding 11,705 5,880 50 13 2 0.001 19.5 6.5 

Main Service Centres         
Crowland 1,563 500 32 - 

    
Pinchbeck 1,684 240 14 1 0.2 0.001 1.14 0.14 

Donington 1,086 400 37 1 0.2 0.001 1.37 0.37 

Sutterton 399 300 75 3 0.5 0.008 5.25 2.25 

Holbeach 3,718 1,420 38 24 3.6 0.006 33.12 9.12 

Sutton Bridge 1,551 210 14 23 3.5 0.015 26.22 3.22 

Kirton 1,664 500 30 11 1.7 0.007 14.3 3.3 

Swineshead 957 400 42 2 0.3 0.002 2.84 0.84 

Long Sutton 2,246 560 25 20 3 0.009 25 5 

C. Minor Service Centres         
Bicker 299 50 17 - 

    
Moulton Chapel* 231 130 56 - 

    
Butterwick 556 70 13 1 0.2 0.002 1.13 0.13 

Old Leake 370 100 27 3 0.5 0.008 3.81 0.81 
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 a) Current 
number of 
residential 
properties 
(postcode 

data, 
2016) 

b) Number 
of 

properties 
allocated in 
local plan 
(policy 11) 

c) %increase 
in 

residential 
properties 

d) Number of 
interviewees 

recorded from 
each 

settlement 

e) % of 
interviewees 

in each 
settlement 

(from total 662 
interviewees 

providing 
postcodes) 

f) Number of 
interviewees 
per current 
residential 
property 

g) Predicted 
number of 

interviewees 
given increase 

in housing 

h) Difference 
between 

number of 
interviewees 

(d) and 
predicted 

interviewees 
(g) 

Cowbit 457 120 26 - 
    

Quadring 325 130 40 - 
    

Deeping St Nicholas* 501 80 16 - 
    

Surfleet 365 180 49 - 
    

Fishtoft 273 50 18 8 1.2 0.029 9.44 1.44 

Sutton St James 221 70 32 - 
    

Fleet Hargate 373 150 40 1 0.2 0.003 1.4 0.4 

Tydd St Mary 195 40 21 3 0.5 0.015 3.63 0.63 

Weston 380 310 82 - 
    

Gedney Hill* 171 120 70 1 0.2 0.006 1.7 0.7 

Whaplode 466 80 17 3 0.5 0.006 3.51 0.51 

Gosberton* 699 270 39 - 
    

Wigtoft* 104 30 29 - 
    

Wrangle 282 100 35 7 1.1 0.025 9.45 2.45 

Moulton 642 90 14 4 0.6 0.006 4.56 0.56 

Total 51,509 18,480 
 

211 32.4 
 

276.43 65.43 

* indicates settlements which were too small to be recognised in the GIS using the OS “built-up areas” layer. For these settlements the postcodes to be included was calculated manually.  
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Linear distance calculations 

3.51 Linear (Euclidean) distances between the interviewees’ home postcodes and survey 

points were calculated. These linear distances are not always well suited for areas with 

poor transport links and spanning large inaccessible areas, such as the Wash. Of the 363 

distance lines, 31 of these crossed the Wash for more than 2 km. These linear distances 

are therefore considerably shorter than the actual travel distances. However these 

linear distances often reflect the “feel” of how close a location is regardless of travel 

distance. 

3.52 The overall typical linear distance between an interviewee’s home postcode and the 

survey point was 31.2 km (average value) and half of all visitors lived within 7.5 km or 

less (median value). The furthest interviewee postcode was recorded from Edinburgh.  

3.53 Unsurprisingly the distances travelled for the different visitor types were different. The 

distances between the home postcode and survey point for those travelling from home 

was usually very short compared to those on holiday or staying with friends or family 

(Table 20) (differences were significant: Kruskal-Wallis; H=225.7, df =4, p<0.001). The 

twelve interviewees who were seasonal workers, were all from a single survey location 

(Wrangle, survey point 3) and were all working and staying at one farm, just 1.4 km 

away from the survey location. 

3.54 There were slightly greater distances travelled in the warmer months, however 

surprisingly the differences between the three seasons were not significant (Kruskal-

Wallis; H=1.61, df =2, p=0.447). Some of these differences between seasons and sites 

will be influenced by a number of factors such as individual events locally and at 

Gibraltar point and Frampton Marsh by the presence of rare birds. 

3.55 Differences between locations were highly significant (Kruskal-Wallis; H=235.65, df =13, 

p<0.001) based on the median values for each survey point (Table 21). The median 

values represent 50% of the nearest postcodes to the survey point. These nearest 50% 

of postcodes were selected and used to create convex hulls, shown in map 8. These 

signify the area covered by these postcodes, and aim to represent the ‘catchment’ of 

closest 50% of all interviewees.  

Table 20: Summary of the linear distance between home postcode and survey points for each visitor type 

and season. Distances are expressed as both average and median values for these groupings.  

Visit type Linear distance between home postcode to survey point (km). Number of 
interviewees in brackets 

May September November Total 

Average distance 31.5 (286) 31.3 (208) 30.6 (168) 31.2 (662) 

From home 17.5 (230) 11.5 (175) 18.9 (151) 15.9 (556) 

On holiday 108.9 (35) 144.6 (30) 138.5 (12) 127.4 (77) 

Seasonal worker 1.4 (12) - (0) - (0) 1.4 (12) 

Other - (0) 129.2 (1) 102.1 (1) 115.7 (2) 

With friends/family 129.2 (9) 15.7 (2) 132.1 (4) 114.8 (15) 

Median distance 7.3 (286) 7.5 (208) 8.4 (168) 7.5 (662) 
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From home 6.6 (230) 6.1 (175) 7.4 (151) 6.6 (556) 

On holiday 102.6 (35) 138.4 (30) 120.7 (12) 114.0 (77) 

Seasonal worker 1.4 (12) - (0) - (0) 1.4 (12)  

Other - (0) 129.2 (1) 102.1 (1) 115.7 (12) 

With friends/family 109.7 (9) 15.7 (2) 152.5 (4) 109.7 (15) 

 

Table 21: Median distance values between interviewees home postcodes at the survey point for each survey 

location. 

Location 
ID 

Location Name Median distance between survey point 
and home postcode (km) 

All interviewees 
Interviewees only travelled directly 

from home 

1 Gibraltar Point 65.2 24.1 

2 Friskney 3.2 3.1 

3 Wrangle 3.3 4.3 

4 Leverton 3.8 3.8 

5 Pilgrim Fathers Memorial 4.0 3.8 

6 Kirton Marsh 5.5 5.5 

7 Middle Marsh Road 8.3 8.3 

8 Holbeach St Matthew 10.5 10.5 

9 Gedney Drove End 7.8 7.5 

10 Sutton Bridge West 5.1 5.0 

11 Sutton Bridge East 9.0 8.4 

12 Ongar Hill 5.6 5.6 

13 Freiston Shore 6.1 5.7 

14 Frampton Marsh 30.3 28.0 
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Summary clustering of sites 

3.56 Findings from the visitor survey highlight some clear differences between survey points. 

These are summarised in a table by some key metrics shown in Table 22. The ranking of 

individual survey points from these metrics was used to create a dendrogram to show 

which survey points have similar characteristics in terms of the visitor data. The 

dendrogram, shown in Figure 6, plots individual survey points and those which are 

similar to each other are grouped. The length of the lines and distribution of the splits 

reflects how different survey points are. Presentation of the results in this manner can 

be very useful for thinking about which sites/areas are similar in nature. 

3.57 Figure 6 shows the clearest distinction in the locations is between the survey points of 

the two high profile nature reserves, Gibraltar point and Frampton Marsh (locations 1 

and 14), and all other survey points. These two sites are particularly busy, have a low 

percentage of dog walkers, and have large linear distances to the home postcodes. The 

differences between the remaining survey points were all relatively slight in 

comparison. 

3.58 The other groups were sometimes geographically grouped for example locations 2 and 

3, Friskney and Wrangle. Both were rural locations with very low footfall mostly from 

very local people and around half were dog walkers. While other locations could be 

quite disparate, but fairly similar, for example locations 12 and 13, Ongar Hill and 

Freiston Shore. At these locations visitors were often on site for a longer period, had 

relatively low awareness and half lived within 6 km.  

Table 22: Summary table of key metrics taken from the visitor survey results for each survey point location. 

Location 
ID 

People per 
hour from 

tally 
counts 

Percent of 
dog walkers 

from 
interviews 

Percentage 
interviewees 
visiting less 
than 1 hour 

Percentage 
interviewees aware 

of conservation 
designation 

Interviewees median 
distance between home 

postcode and site for 
visitors from home (km) 

1 13.9 9 23 54 24.1 

2 0.8 58 83 42 3.1 

3 1.6 42 65 32 4.3 

4 2.0 64 82 71 3.8 

5 8.1 62 76 59 3.8 

6 1.9 79 50 47 5.5 

7 4.9 79 80 69 8.3 

8 4.3 59 62 32 10.5 

9 3.4 71 54 52 7.5 

10 3.6 75 65 56 5 

11 6.0 62 70 36 8.4 

12 2.1 58 35 48 5.6 

13 5.3 58 33 33 5.7 

14 11.6 11 9 41 28 
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Figure 6: Dendrogram to show the clustering of survey points based on an examination of the ranking of 

sites based on Table 22. 
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4. Comparison to other datasets from the Wash 

Data sources and methodology 

RSPB sensor data 

4.1 Surveys were not conducted at RSPB sites of Freiston Shore and Frampton Marsh across 

the entire survey period. These locations have sensors on the sites to count visitors, and 

this was kindly provided by RSPB. However, unfortunately during our surveying period 

the Freiston sensor was not working. The data from Frampton is taken from a sensor 

located on the car park. The sensor counts vehicles, and an adjustment factor is applied 

to convert this to the number of visitors. This adjustment factor is two people per car 

(taken from RSPB surveys at the site). 

4.2 The sensor is working all the time, 24 hours a day and records the total number of 

visitors (based the number of vehicles) in a day. As this is the total for a day we have 

adjusted values to make these comparable to our survey data (as our surveys only cover 

eight hours). Values for the entire month of November and September were averaged 

to provide a typical weekday and weekend number of visitors in each month. This value 

was then adjusted to account for our eight hour per day survey effort. The eight hour 

approach is estimated to account for approximately 70% of visitors during the 

spring/summer and 80% of visitors during the winter. We reduced the visitor numbers 

recorded from the sensor by these percentages to make survey effort broadly 

comparable between our counts and the sensor.  

Norfolk Wash sites 

4.3 Comparison is also made to surveys recently undertaken by Footprint Ecology at a 

number of sites at the Wash in Norfolk (work in prep. for Norfolk County Council). These 

surveys follow an identical methodology and the survey effort in counting visitors is 

identical. These survey points which are appropriate to The Wash were; Snettisham 

Beach and Holme-next-the-Sea. Surveys at Snettisham Beach were conducted in June 

(25-27/06/2015) and September (10-19/09/2015). While those at Holme were 

conducted in July (17-18/07/2015) and January (9-10/01/2015). As used in the current 

survey, the Norfolk surveys follow a standardised surveying hours, which are adjusted 

from winter daylight hours (in November and January surveys). 

Comparison of visitor numbers 

4.4 The RSPB’s sensor data from Frampton Marsh car park is shown as an average daily 

value from the whole months’ worth of data and presented alongside tally data from 

this survey in Table 23. This shows the numbers were broadly comparable between our 

own tally numbers and the estimates from the car park sensor. The discrepancy in 

values between these would be expected to a degree, due to the sensor data being a 

daily average calculated from data for the whole of May and the approximate nature of 

an estimate from cars (as recorded by the sensor) to people. 
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4.5 Overall from the comparison between RSPB sensor data with snapshot counts of visitors 

during visitor surveys, Frampton  is likely to be the busiest location around the Wash. 

With values in all but the month of May being higher than any of our tally counts. 

4.6 Of our surveys conducted at the Norfolk Wash sites, only at Snettisham in September 

were surveys conducted at a comparable time of year to the Lincolnshire sites. As such 

the tally counts of people entering from this site and period only is shown alongside the 

Lincolnshire sites in Table 23. The totals recorded at Snettisham Beach exceed the 

counts recorded at any of the other locations, including the estimated number at 

Frampton Marsh, particularly at weekends. While  the weekend surveyed (19th 

September 2015) was a particularly sunny weekend and this may have been a factor 

here, on this same date surveys were being conducted at Gibraltar Point (location 1), 

Leverton (4) and Kirton Marsh (6). As such it would seem this is a true reflection of how 

busy the site is. 

Table 23: The number of individuals entering/leaving sites from the current survey (daily values), RSPB 

sensor data (daily value averaged from monthly data) and Norfolk Visitor Surveys (daily values). 

Location 
ID 

Site name Total individuals entering only 

May Sep Nov 

Wkday Wkend Wkday Wkend Wkday Wkend 

1 Gibraltar Point 120 239 88 91 40 87 

2 Friskney  2 12 3 19 2 0 

3 Wrangle 15 33 5 4 6 13 

4 Leverton 3 8 16 28 18 24 

5 Pilgrim Fathers memorial 104 68 37 118 15 48 

6 Kirton Marsh 12 24 15 21 16 4 

7 Middle Marsh Road 20 58 43 53 20 40 

8 Holbeach St. Matthews 22 76 10 59 10 31 

9 Gedney Drove End 11 23 17 85 14 12 

10 Sutton Bridge West 23 9 19 60 15 46 

11 Sutton Bridge East 24 77 10 49 36 90 

12 Ongar Hill 5 21 5 14 13 42 

13 Frieston Shore 14 71 - - - - 

14 Frampton Marsh 75 111 - - - - 

- RSPB Frampton Sensor 119 167 90 139 71 99 

- Snettisham Beach - - 94 225 - - 

 

4.7 Another survey was conducted at Snettisham Beach in June and two surveys at Holme-

next-sea in July and January. These all followed the same standardised methodology of 

a weekend and weekday survey. As these surveys were not directly comparable with a 

month surveyed during this current project, the tally count data from these is presented 

separately in Table 24. 

4.8 The tally data of people entering the sites at individual survey points presented in Table 

24 compared to Table 23 suggest large differences between the Norfolk and 
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Lincolnshire sites. Visitor numbers in June and July at Snettisham and Holme are high 

and possibly comparable with May values of the two busiest Lincolnshire sites of 

Gibraltar Point and to a lesser extent Frampton Marsh. The sites have a slightly more 

noticeable increase in weekend visitors than usually observed at many of the 

Lincolnshire sites. Considering winter months, the visitor numbers at Holme in January 

also exceeded by some margin those observed in November at the Lincolnshire sites. 

Table 24: The number of individuals entering sites from surveys at all Wash sites taken from the Norfolk 

Visitor Survey. 

Site name Total individuals (people and minors) entering 

June July  Sept Jan 

Wkday Wkend Wkday Wkend Wkday Wkend Wkday Wkend 

Snettisham Beach 78 235 - - 94 225 - - 

Holme-next-Sea - - 102 210 - - 30 139 

 

4.9 The results from interviews at the Norfolk survey points are discussed in detail in a 

separate report. Here we briefly summarise the results from these sites: 

 Across the two sites and across seasons were had 213 interviews at Norfolk 
Wash sites  

 64% of interviewees (136) were from home, and 35% (74) were on holiday. 

 46% were dog walkers, 27% were walkers and 9% of interviewees were 
conducting “beach activities” (e.g. sunbathing, “bucket and spade” holidays). 

 Most were visiting for 1-2 hours (30%), followed by between 30 mins and 1 
hours (27%). 

 There were similar numbers of daily visitors (21%) as there were visitors on 
their first visit to the site (23%). 

 Median distance to survey point 13 km, with a large split between those 
living very locally (e.g. within 10 km, Snettisham, Holme and Great 
Yarmouth) then those visiting on holiday, who were dispersed widely across 
the country. 

 There were generally very few home postcodes from Lincolnshire.  
 

  



W A S H  V I S I T O R  S U R V E Y  

57 
 

4.10 The standardised methodology used means overall results from tally counts and visitor 

surveys are robust for statistical analysis and can be presented with confidence. 

Nevertheless we acknowledge that the data can have a number of limitations, which we 

discuss in this section.  We also consider the implications of the results in terms of 

strategic planning in South East Lincolnshire 

Limitations 

4.11 The standardised nature of tally counts means that we have high confidence in all 

results. However the nature of conducting these over one weekday and one weekend 

day, means these visitor counts can be influenced by a wide range of events on the day, 

such as; weather, social events (e.g. fetes or club meetings), traffic works/road closures 

etc. The only particular events noted during surveys were the possible impact of rare 

bird sightings. These are likely to increase visitor numbers at the locations. However 

these events are quite common in the area. Furthermore, averaging across multiple 

seasons will reduce these effects and those of weather on the day of surveying. 

4.12 The results of interview data involve a random sample of visitors, with the sample 

achieved by the surveyor approaching the next person visible (if not already 

interviewing). Particular limitations of the interview data are mostly due to the small 

sample sizes at some individual survey points. However these cannot be helped given 

the quiet nature of these sites and the results reflect that these sites are little visited. 

For example, at location 2 (Friskney), only 12 interviews were conducted over the six 

days of survey (considering all seasons surveyed). As such, particular findings for this 

survey point should bear in mind this small number of interviews. 

4.13 The current surveys recorded relatively low numbers of minors, which indicates limited 

use by family groups. This may be influenced by the fact that surveys were conducted 

outside of the school holidays. It would be likely that visitor numbers could be greater 

during these periods. As the areas do not have a particularly high tourist appeal, 

increases during school holidays are unlikely to be substantial and may be limited to a 

slight increase due to local visitors.  

4.14 Finally the distances travelled by visitors from home can also be influenced by the rare 

bird events, chance occurrences which may draw birdwatchers from a wide area.  We 

do not consider these a particular issue for a number of reasons. Firstly these events are 

not infrequent in the area, also these events were recorded at the two reserve sites 

where distances travelled were already much longer than all other sites. Some of these 

birdwatchers will stay locally, and not be visiting from home and therefore are not 

relevant for local housing impacts. Finally by presenting median values for the distances 

between home postcodes and survey points, we ensure that the data presentation are 

not influenced by the extreme outlying distance points. 

Implications  

4.15 The survey has been undertaken in a standard fashion and using a similar questionnaire 

to that used in other visitor surveys which have been commissioned to provide an 

evidence base for local plans, European site mitigation strategies and Habitats 
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Regulations Assessments.  As such the approach has been tried and tested, for example 

in the Thames Basin Heaths (Liley, Jackson & Underhill-Day 2006; Fearnley & Liley 

2013), the Dorset Heaths (Clarke et al. 2006), the Solent (Fearnley, Clarke & Liley 2010), 

the Thanet Coast (Fearnley, Liley & Floyd 2014), North Kent Marshes (Fearnley & Liley 

2011), the Exe Estuary (Liley, Fearnley & Cruickshanks 2010) and Ashdown Forest 

(Footprint Ecology, in prep).   

4.16 Overall, visitor numbers to the Wash survey points were relatively low.  For example in 

Table 25 we show some visitor count data and the number of interviews conducted 

from similar surveys at some other estuary sites around the English coast.  These 

surveys have been conducted using similar methods, with survey work in pulses of 16 

hours equally split over weekends and weekdays.  Survey points were not selected at 

random for any of the surveys and are only a small proportion of the access points 

along each coastline/site, and as such caution is necessary in drawing comparisons.  

Furthermore the questionnaire length will influence the number of interviews 

conducted.  We therefore suggest that the data are used as guide only.  The data 

suggest visitor levels on the Wash (summed across all the survey points in this survey) 

are much lower that sites such as the Solent, the Exe and the Humber.   

Table 25: Visitor survey data from a selection other coastal European sites, collected using similar methods 

 People Intervie
ws 

Hours Survey 
Points 

People 
per hour 

Intervie
ws per 
hour 

notes 

This survey 2791 704 608 14 4.6 1.2 
 

Exe 1374 562 128 8 10.7 4.4 
Liley et al. (2010)additional 

'boost surveys' excluded 

Solent  4341 784 320 20 13.6 2.5 Fearnley et al. (2010) 

N. Kent 1398 542 336 21 4.2 1.6 Fearnley & Liley (2011) 

Humber 2177 614 320 20 6.8 1.9 
Fearnley et al. (2012); 

winter survey data only 

 

4.17 The data on visitor numbers from this survey also show that visitor numbers are 

markedly clumped at particular locations, notably Frampton and Gibraltar Point, the 

two locations with visitor infrastructure (centre etc.).  As such the controlled nature of 

these sites is likely to be good in raising awareness of conservation issues.  At the other 

locations access levels were low.   

4.18 Natural England has undertaken work at a strategic level (Ross et al. 2014) to identify 

which estuary SPA sites are likely to be most vulnerable to further increases in housing 

density.  This work, while not formally released by Natural England, does highlight that 

small estuary sites, with high levels of existing housing nearby and good public access 

(car-parks, footpaths etc.) are likely to be those with the most current pressure.  One 

approach used in the report is the use of a 50m buffer around the existing footpath 

network to identify what proportion of each site’s mudflat (the main foraging habitat 

for birds) is ‘disturbable’ from paths, the premise being that most access is restricted to 

paths and that 50m is a good measure of the approximate area likely to be particularly 
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affected by shoreline access.  Such an approach would suggest that the Wash is one of 

the least vulnerable sites in England.  The Wash has low levels of current housing 

nearby, suggesting the baseline/starting point from which to consider impacts of future 

development is low compared to other more urbanised SPA sites such as Portsmouth 

Harbour.  Access to the shoreline is relatively limited at present (though this is likely to 

change) and the extensive mudflats mean there are huge areas for birds to feed at low 

tide, away from any recreation pressure.  Key issues are therefore likely to relate to 

areas used at high tide – roost sites and foraging areas.   

4.19 This report is a visitor survey, and does not include any ecological fieldwork or 

incorporation of ecological data, such as roost site locations.  The full implications of the 

survey results are therefore limited to considering likely changes in access as a result of 

new housing.  We have, in Table 19, set out current levels of housing and the scale of 

housing, and considered those changes in light of the visitor survey results.  The analysis 

suggests a marked increase in housing within South East Lincolnshire – an increase of 

some 35%7.  This is suggested to potentially result in an increase in access of 10% at the 

surveyed locations.  The increase in access is much less than the increase in housing as 

many of the visitors come from outside South East Lincolnshire and some of the new 

development will also be well away from the Wash.  Increases in recreation over time 

are likely to be much more as there will be additional development outside South East 

Lincolnshire.  The survey results therefore allow us to broadly estimate the scale of 

change in access and the other areas which would be relevant to consider in-

combination.   

4.20 Given the scale of growth and the clear pathways by which impacts are possible, it may 

well be difficult to rule out adverse effects on integrity at plan level.  Such an 

assessment will need to consider the 10% increase in access in light of the conservation 

objectives for the European sites and the sensitive features/locations.  From Table 19 

we can identify that development in Boston will be the key source of additional 

recreation pressure (much more than the other settlements), with Spalding, Holbeach, 

Long Sutton and Kirton also making a marked contribution.   

4.21 Given the issues are likely to relate to roost sites and other sensitive site features rather 

than extensive areas, we suggest that options for mitigation may relate to local 

management of access such as signage, path redirection, modification to parking etc. 

Given the high proportion of dogs off-lead (see 3.17), and the particular impacts 

associated with dogs off-leads (e.g. Liley, Stillman & Fearnley 2010), measures to ensure 

dogs are kept on leads would likely go a long way to resolving issues from additional 

recreation.  Some of these measures could be considered and resolved at project, 

rather than plan level.  Route data from this visitor survey may be helpful in identifying 

particular issues and mitigation approaches.   

                                                           

7
 Note this figure of 35% is based on the numbers in Table 19 and is different to that derived using the current 

figure for the number of households that is given in the local plan (See para 1.11). 
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4.22 Off-site there may be options for additional greenspace, perhaps associated directly 

with development or established strategically.  Such greenspace would need to absorb 

recreation that would otherwise be to the Wash and causing disturbance.  As such 

creating a location for dog walkers, close to Boston, might be the best option.  The 

challenge with such an approach is the apparent long routes taken by many visitors 

around the Wash; a large area of greenspace would be necessary to absorb such route 

lengths.  The survey results regarding reasons for site choice (see Table 12) give some 

confidence that greenspace might be effective as mitigation, given that close to home 

was an important reason for many.  This would suggest visitors are not necessarily 

choosing the Wash for coastal scenery, views or other site specific factors.   
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