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Summary 

 

This report presents the results of an on-site visitor survey at Rooks Nest Woods undertaken on Sunday 7th July 

and Tuesday 16th July 2013. The survey was commissioned by the Thames Basin Heaths Strategic Access 

Management and Monitoring (SAMM) Project, hosted by Natural England, to establish current levels of visitors 

use, understand who visits the site, where they come from and for what purpose. The survey also considers the 

visit motivation to Rooks Nest Woods in comparison to other sites visited by the interviewed groups.  

In total 21 face to face visitor interviews were completed and 31 adults were recording entering Rooks Nest 

Woods during the eight survey sessions. The survey sessions were conducted during a prolonged period of hot 

weather. Thus, it is likely that visitor numbers (particularly dog walkers) to the site over the survey days are lower 

than what would normally be expected.   

The 21 interviews represent the visiting patterns of 29 people and their 24 dogs. The gender of visitors to the site 

was split almost equally with 15 males and 14 females. Across the surveys, 62% of the visitors in the interviewed 

groups were estimated to be between 41 and 65 

In total, 86% of interviewed visitors stated they were on a short visit and had travelled from home and all 

interviewed groups were dog walking (100%). Local visitors to the site were regular with 67% making at least one 

weekly visit (28% daily). Half (50%) of local visitor groups had been visiting Rooks Nest Woods between 1 and 9 

years and 39% had been visiting for less than a year (suggesting use of the site prior to the SANG approval, which 

was established in 2009). In total 57% of local visitors visited all year around with most (67%) visiting on both 

weekdays and weekends. The most popular responses in relation to visiting time showed no preference for time of 

day (38%) and each category of ‘before 9am’, ‘9am-12pm’ and ‘after 4pm’ each received 17%. All visits described 

by interviewees were less than an hour. The average route length of all visitor groups was 1.2km. 

Just over two thirds (67%) of local visitor groups arrived at Rooks Nest Woods by car with the rest (33%) arriving by 

foot. The average linear distance from the site to the home postcode was 1.9km. On average local visitors who 

arrived by car lived a linear distance of 2.3km from the interview location at Rooks Nest Woods with 50% living 

within 1.2km. Frequently cited responses as to why visitors specifically visited Rooks Nest Woods were ‘close to 

home’ (24%) and ‘other’ (14%), including reasons such as ‘the site’s open nature’ and ‘ease of access’. ‘Limited 

time/convenience’ was cited with 12% of the response and ‘scenery’ also accounted for 12% of the responses. 

In total 16 other locations were cited by visitors including 3 within the Thames Basin Heaths SPA:  Eversley Forest, 

Bramshill Forest and The Lookout. Outside of the SPA, the most popular locations were: California Country Park 

(25% of groups) and Finchampstead Ridges (18% of the responses). For groups which visited sites within the SPA, 

16% cited ‘scenery’ as a reason for choosing an SPA site over Rooks Nest Woods. In total 54% of interviewed 

groups indicated that the suggested improvements would not increase their visit frequency to Rooks Nest Woods 

while 23% cited with their suggested improvements they would visit more frequently (summary of the suggestions 

are included in the appendix).  
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1. Introduction 

Introduction 

1.1 Access patterns are changing.  There is evidence that we visit the countryside more 

(TNS Research International Travel & Tourism 2012) and the UK human population is 

also increasing.  A real and current issue for UK nature conservation is how to 

accommodate increasing pressure for recreation and access to the countryside without 

compromising the integrity of protected sites.  Many of the sites that draw people for 

recreation, or provide access to the countryside are also designated for their nature 

conservation interest (Bathe 2007).  It is now increasingly recognised that access to the 

countryside is crucial to the long term success of nature conservation and has wider 

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

(English Nature 2002; Alessa, Bennett, & Kliskey 2003; Morris 2003; Bird 2004; Pretty et 

al. 2005, 2007; Maller et al. 2006; Cutt et al. 2007; Moss 2012).  Yet recreational use can 

have impacts on the nature conservation interest, and these impacts are now well 

documented (for general reviews see: Liddle 1997; Saunders et al. 2000; Penny 

Anderson Associates 2001a, 2006; Newsome, Moore, & Dowling 2002; Buckley 2004; 

Lowen et al. 2008; Liley et al. 2010).   

1.2 Urban development adjacent to important sites can lead to a suite of impacts, many of 

which relate to increased levels of access and use of sites by local people.  Such impacts 

have been well documented and range from direct effects of trampling vegetation, 

increased incidence of fires to the disturbance and predation of birds by domestic pets 

(De Molinaar 1998; Kirby & Tantram 1999a; b; Haskins 2000; Murison 2002; Mallord 

2005; Underhill-Day 2005). Generic reviews of access impacts include Penny Anderson 

Associates (2001); Lowen et al. (2008) & Penny Anderson Associates (2009).  

1.3 There is therefore the potential for conflict where there is pressure for recreational use 

and sites are of conservation importance, particularly where there are existing rights of 

access to those sites.  The issues are often particularly acute where high levels of houses 

surround designated sites. Managing the provision of access and maintaining the nature 

conservation interest of these areas often involves a difficult balancing act.  Increasingly 

site management plans and local initiatives are developing ways to balance and monitor 

these issues.  In order to identify whether implemented management measures are 

working, monitoring of access levels before and after the implementation of 

management measures is essential.  

Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA) 

1.4 The Thames Basin Heaths SPA is designated for the presence of nightjar, woodlark and 

Dartford warbler. The SPA covers 8274 hectares of heathland and forestry and includes 

13 individual Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). The individual heaths are 

fragmented and surrounded by an existing high level of housing, and are subject to 



R e s u l t s  o f  a n  o n - s i t e  v i s i t o r  s u r v e y  a t  R o o k s  
N e s t  W o o d s  S A N G  

3 
 

heavy visitor pressure. There are some 310,649 houses within 5km of the SPA 

boundary1, and there is considerable pressure for new development.  

1.5 The areas of the SPA consist of tracts of heathland, scrub and woodland, once almost 

continuous, but now fragmented into separate blocks by roads, urban development and 

farmland. Tenure is a mixture of public bodies, private landowners, local authorities and 

non-governmental organisations. The Ministry of Defence is a significant 

landowner/manager with its land used principally for firing ranges and military exercises 

(largely taking place on foot). Local authorities are also significant landowners of the 

SPA, with their land often designated as Public Open Space and heavily used for 

informal recreation. 

1.6 There are a number of ways to reduce the impacts of access or avoid the problems, for 

example through the careful siting of new housing, through management of access on 

sites, or through the provision of alternative green space. Our understanding of the 

effectiveness and options for such measures has come a long way in recent years, but 

there are still gaps in our understanding (see Liley et al. 2006a; Liley, Underhill-Day, & 

Sharp 2009; Liley, D et al. 2011).  

1.7 Natural England works closely with the TBH Joint Strategic Partnership Board (JSPB), a 

body comprising eleven local authorities and two county councils within the vicinity of 

the SPA.  The joint aim of these organisations is to ensure that new residential 

development does not have an adverse impact on the SPA. On behalf of the JSPB, 

Natural England manages a Strategic Access and Management and Monitoring (SAMM) 

project, the aims of which include commissioning monitoring research on issues 

affecting the Thames Basin Heaths.  

1.8 Local authorities around the Thames Basin Heaths SPA have agreed with Natural 

England on the use of measures to mitigate and avoid the impacts associated with 

increased recreation from new development. These include the provision of SANGs, and 

strategic access management on the SPA itself. Natural England’s advice is that these 

measures will enable local authorities to conclude that visitor recreation arising from 

developments within 5km from the SPA boundary are not likely to have a significant 

effect on the SPA. It is necessary to monitor the effectiveness of these measures, in 

order to check that they are working and inform any changes to the approaches 

adopted.  

Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace Sites (SANGs) 

1.9 Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGs) are provided as a means of avoiding 

increased visitor pressure on the heaths arising from new residential developments, 

thereby providing a mechanism by which the region can accommodate new housing 

without adverse effects on the integrity of the SPA. For potential sites to function as 

effective SANGs they must act as an alternative to the heaths, attracting people who 

would otherwise visit the SPA. The choice of location, size and features of a SANG are 

                                                             

1
 Data extracted from April 2012 postcode data from sum of delivery points 
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therefore critical and important to get right. Natural England has drawn up clear 

guidelines for the quality of SANGs in the Thames Basin Heaths and there is also an 

increasingly strong evidence base identifying the catchment and draw of SANGs 

(Fearnley 2011, 2012; Fearnley & Liley 2011; Fearnley & Floyd 2013a; b).  

Rooks Nest Woods SANG 

1.10 Rooks Nest Woods is an 18.5 hectare site in Barkham, Wokingham borough (Map 1) 

approved for use as a SANG in August 20092, and established in spring March/April 

2011. Rooks Nest Woods was created as a new area of public space to provide 

mitigation for the Thames Basin Heaths SPA from the impacts of recreational use from 

the new residents of 906 dwellings. It provides mitigation for residential developments 

within a linear distance of 4km from the site (Wokingham Borough Council 2009). 

1.11 As of 30th June 2012, 521 new dwellings had been allocated to the site and of these 99 

builds have been completed, which means that currently Rooks Nest Woods is providing 

mitigation for an estimated total of 189 residents3 and should accommodate visitors 

from this new population of local residents. 

Aims and objectives 

1.12 Natural England is working to establish a standardised methodology for undertaking 

visitor survey work on the Thames Basin Heaths SANGs. The results of the survey work 

will enable comparisons of visitor behaviour between sites and data gathered from 

SANG sites to be pooled and collectively analysed for a greater understanding of access 

patterns to these alternative greenspace sites. This report considers only the results of 

the on-site visitor survey for Rooks Nest Woods.  

                                                             

2
 http://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning/policy/thamesbasinheathsspa/sang/ 

3
 Data supplied by Natural England September 2013. 
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1.2 Map 1: Rooks Nest Woods SANG in relation to the Thames Basin Heaths SPA 
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2. Methods 

Visitor Survey questionnaire 

2.1 On site visitor field work was conducted at a single location (Map 2) by two surveyors 

on Sunday 7th July and Tuesday 16th July. Four two hour survey sessions were 

undertaken on each survey day between the times of 07:00-09:00; 10:00-12:00; 13:00-

15:00 and 17:00-19:00.  

2.2 During each two hour period the surveyor collected two sets of data, a tally of visitors 

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

questionnaires. Everybody over the age of 18 using the site was approached for an 

interview (where logistically possible) and the number of minors entering and leaving 

the site was also noted on the tally.  

2.3 All visitor information from interviews was recorded using an ipad 2 from a 

questionnaire designed by Footprint Ecology using SNAP software4 . The tally and route 

data were recorded on paper. A paper copy of the visitor questionnaire (formatted to fit 

on a single piece of A4 paper) and the tally recording form is in the Appendix (Figure 1 

and Figure 2). The questionnaire collected the following details from interviewed 

visitors:- 

 Transport used to reach the site 

 Activities undertaken and frequency of visit 

 Visitor profile 

 Home postcode and whether a local resident or visiting tourist 

 Other locations frequented by visitors 

 Route travelled on site 

 The names of other local sites visited by interviewed group 

Visitor data analyses  

2.4 The data were analysed using Excel v14.0.6112 and in Minitab 14 (a statistical software 

package).  

2.5 The visitor survey has been commissioned to consider how the site is used by local 

visitors. Therefore once the data have been summarised (in Table 1 to Table 5) we then 

only consider the interview data from those visitors who stated they were making a 

short visit/daytrip from home to avoid skews in the data from less frequent visitors who 

were on holiday or staying with friends and family. The information presented in the 

report from Table 6 onwards consists only of visitor information from ‘local visitors’, 

those who stated they were on a daytrip/short visit and had travelled from home.   

                                                             

4
 http://www.snapsurveys.com/ 

http://www.snapsurveys.com/
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Visitor routes and postcodes 

2.6 Route information was collected using maps in the field, with the interviewer asking the 

interviewee about their route and showing the interviewee the map.  Routes were 

drawn as lines on the map, individually cross-referenced to each questionnaire.  Both 

sets of route data were subsequently digitised as polylines into MapInfo v10.0.1. 

2.7 The home postcode data were used to determine the distance between interviewee’s 

homes and the location of the interview.  Postcodes from the interview data were 

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

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

using Royal Mail Postcode Address File and Ordnance Survey OpenData5. The linear 

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

postcodes using MapInfo v10.0.1. 

                                                             

5
 Includes Ordnance survey geocoded postcodes up to May 2013. 
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1.4 Map 2: Visitor survey location at Rooks Nest Woods 
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3. Results 

Visitor numbers to Rooks Nest Woods 

3.1 Visitor surveys were undertaken on Sunday 7th July and Tuesday 16th July in 2013. On 

the Tuesday high temperatures were experienced throughout the day, with all survey 

sessions undertaken in warm to hot conditions. The temperature, which reached over 

30oC, may have had an impact on the number of visitors to the site, in particular on 

those who were dog walking. 

3.2 Table 1 summarises the number of adults entering Rooks Nest Woods. All visitors were 

observed entering or leaving from the main car park during the survey session. No 

visitors were recorded accessing the site using the track from the west during the 

survey sessions. The full suite of information recorded on the tally sheets is summarised 

in the Appendix.  

3.3 A total of 31 adults were recorded entering the Rooks Nest Woods SANG from the main 

access point of the car park (Table 1). The visitor survey totalled 16 hours, 8 on a 

weekday and 8 on a weekend giving visitor rates of 5.8 visitors per hour on weekdays 

and 3.9 on weekend days.  

3.4 Four approached visitors (on Tuesday) refused an interview (Table 22 in Appendix); 

visitors commented that the high temperatures and lack of shade at the survey point 

meant they were unable to accept the interview invitation. Two visitors recorded 

entering and leaving the site on Tuesday had already given an interview in the previous 

survey sessions (Table 22). 

Table 1: The number of adult visitors recorded entering Rooks Nest during the survey sessions 

Date 

Entering Leaving 

West Track Main Car Park Visitor rate 
per hour 

West Track Main Car Park 

Sunday 7th July 0 16 3.9 0 11 

Tuesday 16th 
July 

0 15 5.8 0 9 

Total 0 31 1.9 0 20 

Overall total 31  20 

 

Visitor interviews 

3.5 Over the two survey days a total of 21 interviews were conducted at Rooks Nest Woods 

which represent the visiting patterns of 29 people with their 24 dogs (Table 2). The 

gender of visitors to the site was split almost equally with 15 males and 14 females. 

Table 2: The number of interviewed visitor groups and their composition.  

Total number of 
interviewees 

Total number of visitors in 
interviewed groups 

Total number of 
males in groups 

Total number of 
females in groups 

Total number 
of dogs 

21 29 15 14 24 
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Visitor profile 

3.6 Surveyors were asked to categorise the age of all the people in the interviewed group 

and a category for ‘unable to classify’ was included for visitors whose age could not be 

estimated. Age was categorised for 28 of the 29 visitors and 62% of the visitors in the 

interviewed groups were estimated to be between 41 and 65 (Table 3).  

Table 3: Age profile of visitors from all interviewed groups 

Age category Under 18 18-40 41-65 65+  Unknown Total  

Number of categorised visitors (as a %) 0 (0) 7 (24) 18 (62) 3 (10) 1 (3) 29 (100) 

 
3.7 The gender of all interviewees was recorded, along with the total number of males and 

females in each interviewed group. In total 57% of respondents were female and 43% 

were male. There were 29 people present in the interviewed groups, 21 of which were 

interviewed; in this case there was a near even split in group composition with 55% 

female and 45% male (Table 4). 

Table 4: Gender profile of interviewee 

 
Gender of respondent (as %) Total number of people per group (as %) 

Female 12 (57) 16 (55) 

Male 9 (43) 13 (45) 

Total 21 (100) 29 (100) 

 
3.8 The majority of visitors (86%) interviewed at Rooks Nest Woods had made their visit 

from home (Table 5) and we classify these visitors as ‘local visitors’ and the other 14% 

of interviewed groups were on a day trip and staying with friends or family. The rest of 

the report analyses consider only the response of visitors who made their visit from 

home as we are particularly interested in the visiting patterns of those local to the site, 

‘local visitors’. 

Table 5: Visitor responses to their situation  

Which of the following best describes your situation today? Response total (as %) 

On a day trip / short visit and travelled from home. 18 (86) 

On a day trip / short visit and staying with friends or family. 3 (14) 

On holiday in the area, staying away from home. 0 (0) 

Other 0 (0) 

Total 21 (100) 

 

Activities undertaken 

3.9 Interviewees were asked to name the main activity they were undertaking during their 

visit and unanimously all local visitors stated ‘dog walking’ (Table 6).  
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Table 6: Response of local visitors to the main activity undertaken during visit to Rooks Nest 

What is the main activity you are undertaking 
today? 

Response total (as %) 

Dog walking (within site) 18 (100) 

Total 18 (100) 

 

Visit specifics 

3.10 In total, 39% of local visitors made their visit to the site more than once a week and 28% 

made a daily visit (Table 7).  

Table 7: Response of local visitors to visit frequency  

Visit Frequency Response total (as %) 

More than once a week 7 (39) 

Daily (300+ visits a year) 5 (28) 

Once a week (40-75 visits a year) 2 (11) 

Sporadically (varies throughout the year) 2 (11) 

Don't know / First visit 2 (11) 

Total 18 (100) 

 
3.11 Half (50%) of local visitor groups had been visiting Rooks Nest Woods between 1 and 5 

years and 39% had been visiting for less than a year (Table 8). This suggests that local 

visitors were using this site before it was approved as a SANG which opened as a new 

area of public space in March/April 2011 (paragraph 1.10). 

Table 8: Response of local visitors to the number of years they have been visiting Rooks Nest 

How long have you been visiting this site? Response total (as %) 

Between 1 and 5 years 9 (50) 

Less than a year 7 (39) 

First visit 2 (11) 

Total 18 (100) 

 
3.12 In total, 57% of local visitors make their trip to Rooks Nest Woods equally all year round 

(Table 9). In total 67% of local visitor groups visit the site equally on weekdays and 

weekends (Table 10). In terms of the time of day the site was visited 38% of local visitor 

responses indicated no preference for a visit time. In total 17% of responses indicated a 

visit preference before 9am, between 9am and 12pm and after 4pm (Table 11).  

Table 9: Time of year visits are made by local visitors 

Time of year Response total (as %) 

Equally all year 12 (57) 

Summer 3 (14) 

Spring 2 (10) 

Autumn 2 (10) 

Don't know 2 (10) 

Winter 0 (0) 

Total 21 (100) 
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Table 10: Response of local visitors to days of the week site is visited 

Which days of the week do you visit? Response total (as %) 

Equally over weekends and weekdays 12 (67) 

Weekdays 2 (11) 

Weekends 2 (11) 

Other 2 (11) 

Total 18 (100) 

 
Table 11: Time of day local visitor groups indicated they visited the site, multiple responses were accepted 

Time of day site visited Response total (as %) 

Varies/Don't know/First visit 9 (38) 

Before 9am 4 (17) 

Between 9am and 12 4 (17) 

After 4pm 4 (17) 

Between 2 and 4pm 2 (8) 

Between 12 and 2pm 1 (4) 

Total 24 (100) 

 
3.13 Visit duration of local visitors was short with all local interviewed local groups spending 

less than an hour on site and half of these groups spending less than 30 minutes (Table 

12). 

Table 12: Visit duration cited by local visitors 

How long have you spent here today Response total (as %) 

Less than 30 minutes 9 

Between 30 minutes and 1 hour 9 

Total 18 

 

Transport to site 

3.14 Just over two thirds (67%) of local visitor groups arrived at Rooks Nest Woods by car 

with the rest (33%) arriving by foot (Table 13). 

Table 13: Mode of transport used to access site 

Transport Response total (as %) 

Car / Van 12 (67) 

On foot 6 (33) 

Total 18 (100) 

 

Motivation for visit 

3.15 Interviewees were asked why they had chosen specifically to visit Rooks Nest Woods 

over another local site; multiple answers were allowed and 42 responses were recorded 

from 18 respondents who were local visitors. The most frequently (24%) cited response 

was ‘close to home, ‘other’ contained (14%) of the responses which included comments 

such as ‘the site’s open nature and ease of access’. ‘Limited time/convenience’ was 

cited with 12% of the response and ‘scenery’ had 12% of the responses (Table 14).   
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Table 14: Response of interviewees when asked why they made a visit to Rooks Nest Woods in preference 
to another local site 

Preference stated by interviewee as to why Rooks Nest was 
visited over another local site 

Response total (as %) 

Close to home 10 (24) 

Other 6 (14) 

Limited time/convenience 5 (12) 

Scenery 5 (12) 

Can let dog off lead 5 (12) 

Feels safe 3 (7) 

Social side/meet friends 3 (7) 

Wildlife and nature 2 (5) 

En route to another site 1 (2) 

Rural/wild feel 1 (2) 

Habit/familiarity 1 (2) 

Total 42 (100) 

 

Other locations visited  

3.16 Interviewed groups were asked about their visitation preferences for other local sites, in 

the context of the activity that they were undertaking at Rooks Nest Woods. 

Interviewees could provide up to three other destinations. In total, 16 other sites were 

named by local visitors from 28 responses (Table 15). In total 18% of responses which 

cited other visit destinations included three sites which fall within the Thames Basin 

Heaths SPA boundary (Eversley Forest, Bramshill Forest and The Lookout). The 

remaining 82% of responses made reference to 13 other sites, which are not within the 

Thames Basin Heath SPA boundary. 

3.17 The most frequently cited alternative visit destination by local visitor groups which does 

not fall within the SPA boundary was California Country Park (with 25% of the 

responses)with the second most popular destination being  Finchampstead Ridges (with 

18% of the responses) (Table 15). 

Table 15: Alternative sites named as other visited sites by local visitors 

SPA Sites Number of responses (as %) 

Eversley Forest 3 (11) 

Bramshill Forest 1 (4) 

Lookout 1 (4) 

Total 5 (18) 

Non-SPA Sites 
 

California Country Park 7 (25) 

Finchampstead Ridges 5 (18) 

Ambarrow Woods 1 (4) 

Cantley Woods 1 (4) 

Chapel Green 1 (4) 
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Dinton Pastures 1 (4) 

Popeswood 1 (4) 

Simons Wood 1 (4) 

Sunningdale 1 (4) 

Virginia Water 1 (4) 

Warren Woods 1 (4) 

Watleys Copse 1 (4) 

Windsor Great Park 1 (4) 

Total 23 (82) 

Over SPA and Non-SPA Total 28 (100) 

 

Why other sites were visited in preference to Rooks Nest Woods 

3.18 Visitors were asked why they chose to visit the SPA site (for those who named an SPA in 

response to question 15 on the visitor survey questionnaire (Figure 1)) in preference to 

Rooks Nest Woods. In total, 16% of the responses cited ‘scenery’ as a reason for 

choosing an SPA site over Rooks Nest Woods (Table 16).  

Table 16: Reasons given by local visitors as to why SPA site was visited in preference to Rooks Nest Woods. 

Preference stated by interviewee as to why SPA site visited over Rooks Nest Woods Response total (as %) 

Scenery 3 (16) 

Close to home 2 (11) 

Feels safe 2 (11) 

Choice of routes available 2 (11) 

Rural / wild feel 2 (11) 

Wildlife and nature 2 (11) 

Other 2 (11) 

Well maintained paths 1 (5) 

Easy / free parking 1 (5) 

Limited time / convenience 1 (5) 

Long routes available 1 (5) 

Total 19 (100) 

 
3.19 The reasons why interviewees visited non-SPA sites (for responses which did not name 

a SPA location in question 15) are also summarised (Table 17). The majority of 

responses indicated these locations were attractive because of the ‘scenery’ (26%), that 

the sites were ‘close to home’ (21%) or ‘other’ (21%) (which comprised of the 

comments habit, visit destination variety and good for dog).  

Table 17: Reasons given by local visitors as to why a non-SPA site was visited in preference to Rooks Nest 
Woods 

Preference stated by interviewee as to why non-SPA site visited over Rooks 
Nest 

Response total (as %) 

Scenery 5 (26) 

Close to home 4 (21) 
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Other 4 (21) 

Limited time/convenience 2 (11) 

Habit/familiarity 2 (11) 

Long routes available 1 (5) 

Can let dog off lead 1 (5) 

Total 19 (100) 

Site improvements 

3.20 Visitors were asked for suggestions as to how the site could be improved and whether 

as a result of their suggested improvement they would visit the site more frequently. 

Only 13 of the 18 local visitor groups provided responses. In total 23% suggested 

improvements which would make them visit the site more frequently, 23% suggested 

improvements that could be made but would not increase their visit frequency and just 

over half of the responses suggested improvements but were not sure whether if they 

were made their visit frequency to the site would increase (Table 18). A summary of the 

suggested improvements made by interviewed local groups are provided in the Table 

23, Table 24 and Table 25 in the Appendix. 

3.21 In total 54% of interviewed groups indicated that the suggested improvements would 

not increase their visit frequency to Rooks Nest Woods while 23% cited with their 

suggested improvements they would visit more frequently (Table 18). A summary of 

suggestions made by interviewed groups and whether this would increase visit 

frequency are provided in Table 23, Table 24 and Table 25 in the Appendix. 

Table 18: Number of interviewed groups who made improvement suggestions against whether with 
improvements they would visit the site more frequently  

Interviewed local groups which made improvements suggestions Response total (as %) 

Suggested improvements that would NOT increase visit frequency 3 (23) 

Suggested improvements that would increase visit frequency 3 (23) 

Suggested improvements but unsure as to whether it would increase visit frequency  7 (54) 

Total 13 (100) 

 

Visitor postcodes 

3.22 Accurate and full postcodes were provided by 15 out of the 18 local visitor groups and 

the additional three postcodes were plotted manually as the centre of the town or 

village name stated by the interviewee (Map 2).  

3.23 Map 3 shows the home postcodes of visitors by different transport modes, with the 

visitors who arrive by foot clustered near to the site and those who arrive by car 

residing further away. Interestingly the visitor survey captured visit information from 

two visitor groups who lived to the north of Wokingham. Map 4 also shows the home 

postcodes of visitor by visit frequency which shows the local nature of the site and also 

that one of the visitor groups from north of Wokingham visits Rooks Nest Woods daily. 

3.24 Map 5 considers the number of years each interviewed local visitor group had been 

making visits to Rooks Nest Woods. Only 1 visitor group indicated they had been making 

visits for 5 years (which suggests they used the site prior to its opening in 2011). The 
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postcodes of all other visitors represent those who have been attracted to this area of 

new public space.    
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3.25 

1.8 Map 2: Home postcodes of interviewed local visitors to Rooks Nest 

1.6 Map 2: Home postcodes of interviewed local visitors to Rooks Nest Woods 
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1.10 Map 3: Postcodes of interviewed location visitors by mode of transport 

used to access Rooks Nest Woods 
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1.12 Map 4: Home postcodes of interviewed visitors by visit frequency to 

Rooks Nest Woods 
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1.14 Map 5: Home postcodes of local visitors to Rooks Nest Woods categorised 

by number of years they have been visiting the site 
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3.26 On average local visitors who arrived by car lived a linear distance of 2.3km from the 

interview location at Rooks Nest Woods with 50% living within 1.2km (Table 19). Local 

visitors who arrived by foot lived closer and on average a linear distance of 1.0km from 

the interview location with 50% living within 1km (Table 19). The furthest distance 

travelled by a local visitor was 4.6km and the shortest car journey was 1km (Map 3). For 

visitors on foot, the shortest linear distance between the interview location and home 

postcode was 0.5km and the furthest distance between the interview location and 

home postcode was 1.3km (Table 19). 

Table 19: Distance from home postcode to the survey location of interviewed local visitor groups 
categorised by transport mode 

Transport to 
site 

Number of 
responses 

Minimum 
distance (km) 

Maximum distance 
(km) 

Mean distance 
(km) 

Median distance 
(km) 

Car / Van 12 1.0 4.6 2.3 1.2 

On Foot 6 0.5 1.3 1.0 1.0 

Overall/total 18 0.5 4.6 1.9 1.4 

 
3.27 The visit frequency and distance travelled of local visitor groups is shown in Table 20 

and Map 4. Those visitor groups who make the highest number of visits do not 

necessarily come from those who live closest to the site. For example, daily visitors to 

Rooks Nest live a linear distance of 0.5km up to 4.2km (Table 20).  

Table 20: Distance from home postcode to the survey location based on visit frequency. 

Visit frequency 
Number of 
responses 

Minimum 
distance(km) 

Maximum 
distance (km) 

Mean distance 
(km) 

Daily (300+ visits a year) 5 0.5 4.2 1.6 

More than once a week (75 –300 
visits a year)  

7 1.0 2.6 1.7 

Once a week (40-75 visits a year) 2 1.0 4.6 2.8 

Sporadically (varies through the 
year) 

2 1.7 2.6 2.1 

Don’t know/First visit 2 1.3 2.4 1.8 

Overall/total 18 0.5 4.6 1.9 

 

Visitor routes 

3.28 Detailed route information was gathered from all interviewed local visitor groups, on 

average visitor routes were 1.2km long (Table 21). The shortest route was 0.6km and 

the longest 2.1km (Table 21). Half of all visitor routes were shorter than 1.2km (Table 

21). 

Table 21: Summary of visitor route information from interviewed local visitor groups at Rooks Nest 

Number of routes Minimum distance 
(km) 

Maximum distance 
(km) 

Mean distance 
(km) 

Median distance 
(km) 

18 0.6 2.1 1.2 1.2 
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4. Discussion 

4.1 The visitor survey was undertaken on a weekday and a weekend day during the school 

term time on the 7th and 16th of July 2013 during the third warmest July since 19106. The 

surveyor commented on the very hot conditions during the survey sessions which 

probably resulted in a lower number of visitors (especially those with dogs) to the site 

than would normally be expected. Over the two survey days 21 visitor groups were 

interviewed 18 of which were ‘local visitors’ who were on a day trip /short visit from 

home.  

4.2 The visitor surveyors over both survey days did not observe a single group either 

entering or leaving the site via the access track to /from the west of Rooks Nest Woods 

and all interviewed visitors were observed entering from the entrance adjacent to the 

car park.  

4.3 Rooks Nest Woods is used by local residents who were exclusively dog walking. Twice as 

many visitors arrived at this site by car than on foot highlighting the importance of the 

parking infrastructure at this site.   

4.4 The value of Rooks Nest Woods as a recreational space for local dog walkers is clear 

with regular visitors arriving on foot and by car with the majority of visitors making their 

visit equally all year, both on weekdays and weekends at various times of the day. Visit 

duration to Rooks Nest Woods is short with no visits lasting over an hour with half of all 

visits lasting less than 30 minutes. 

4.5 Rooks Nest Woods is popular with local visitors because it is ‘close to home’. Other 

popular visitor destination responses given by interviewed groups included locations 

which fall within (18% of responses) and outside (82% of responses) the SPA boundary. 

Eversley Forest, Bramshill Forest and The Lookout were the three cited visit destinations 

which fall within the SPA boundary and the most frequent given factor why visitors 

chose to visit these locations in preference to Rooks Nest Woods was ‘scenery’ (36% of 

responses).  Visitors to alternative destinations which did not fall within the SPA most 

frequently cited ‘scenery’ and ‘close to home’ and ‘other’ as the reasons why this site 

was visited in preference to Rooks Nest Woods.  

4.6 This visitor survey is the first set of face to face visitor information gathered since the 

Rooks Nest Woods has been open to the public. We understand that currently there is 

an automatic sensor (to record passing visitors) in situ at the entrance to Rooks Nest 

Woods adjacent to the car park and it would be very useful to compare the visitor 

numbers recorded in this survey against the number of passes through the sensor to 

quantify whether the hot weather during the survey periods did indeed reduce the 

number of visitors to the site.  

                                                             

6
 http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/news/releases/archive/2013/warm-july-stats 
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4.7 This visitor monitoring has helped us identify where visitors that use this area come 

from, their visit frequency and motivation and the activities they undertake whilst using 

Rooks Nest Woods. This understanding of visit patterns is fundamental to underpin 

access management and green infrastructure provisions across the region and to ensure 

any impacts from recreation to the SPA are avoided or effectively mitigated. 
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Appendix  

Table 22: Tally information gathered from Rooks Nest during the visitor survey sessions 
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07/07/2013 Sunday 0 Hot 1 0 0 6 6 6 0 2 2 2 0 

07/07/2013 Sunday 0 Hot 2 0 0 3 3 4 1 4 5 6 0 

07/07/2013 Sunday 1 Hot 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

07/07/2013 Sunday 0 Hot 4 0 0 6 7 8 0 4 4 5 0 

16/07/2013 Tuesday 3 Warm 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 

16/07/2013 Tuesday 2 Hot 2 1 0 4 6 4 2 1 1 1 0 

16/07/2013 Tuesday 2 Hot 3 2 1 2 5 4 0 1 1 1 0 

16/07/2013 Tuesday 2 Hot 4 1 0 2 3 2 2 3 6 2 0 

 

Table 23: Improvements suggested by local interviewed groups which if completed would increase the interviewee’s visit frequency to Rooks Nest 

Improvements from which local  interviewed groups would make more frequent visits (3 responses) 

A few more routes would be good.  Can’t get to bigger pond because it is overgrown. 

More dog bins would be good. Car park seems safe. 

Path needs improving beyond wood. In winter gets really boggy. 

 

Table 24: Improvements suggested by local interviewed groups which if completed would NOT increase the interviewee’s visit frequency to Rooks Nest 

Improvements from which interviewed groups would NOT make more frequent visits (3 responses) 

Can be water logged in winter. No signs from road to indicate anything here. 

More dog bins please. 

Perhaps more dog bins. 
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Table 25: Improvements suggested by local interviewed groups which if completed the interviewed group did know whether it would increase their visit frequency to 
Rooks Nest 

Improvement suggestions but the interviewed group is unsure whether they would visit more frequently (8 responses) 

Very pretty place, wouldn't want it to be spoilt by lots of people visiting here. Clean and well respected by dog walkers. More bins would be nice. 

All seems fine, wouldn't want it to get too busy. 

Better signage from road may help people notice it. Liked it, will come again. 

Doesn't come here often enough to have any issues, seems good as it is. 

Happy with it 

No, likes it as it is 

Winter floods a lot 
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Q4) How long have you spent / will you spend in 
here today? Tick one only. Prompt if needed. 

 1. Less than 30 minutes 

 2. Between 30 minutes and 1 hour 

 3. 1  - 2 hours 

 4. 2  - 3 hours 

 5. More than 3 hours 

 Q5) How frequently do you visit this site? Tick 
closest answer. Tick one only. Only prompt if 
interviewee struggles. 

 1. More than once a day 

 2. Daily (300+ visits a year) 

 3. More than once a week (75 –300 visits a year) 

 4. Once a week (40-75 visits a year) 

 5. 2 to 3 times per month (15—40 visits a year ) 

 6. Once a month (6-15 visits a year) 

 7 Sporadically (varies through the year) 

 8. Don’t know/First visit 

 
Q6) Which days of the week do you tend to visit 
this site? Multiple answers ok, do not prompt. 

 1  Weekdays 

 2  Weekends 

 3  Equally over weekends and weekdays 

 4  Other, please detail below 

 

Q7) Do you tend to visit here at a certain time of 
day? Tick closest time window, multiple answers ok. 

Tick closest answer. Do not prompt. 

 1  Before 9am 

 2  Between 9am and 12 

 3  Between 12 and 2pm 

 4  Between 2 and 4pm 

 5  After 4pm 

 6  Varies/Don’t know/First visit 

 

Q8) Do you tend to visit here more at a particular time of year for [insert activities 
from Q2]? Multiple answers ok. Do not prompt 

 1 Spring (Mar-May)  4 Winter (Dec-Feb) 

 2 Summer (June - Aug)  5 Don’t know / 1st visit 

 3 Autumn (Sept—Nov)  6 Equally all year 

 

Good am / pm.  Please could you spare me a couple of 
minutes to answer some brief questions regarding your visit 
today. This is part of a study of visitor access patterns 
commissioned by the local authority in order to improve the 
site for local residents. 

Q1) Which of the following best describes your 
situation today?  Read list. Tick one only. 

 1 On a daytrip/short visit and travelled from home 

 2 On a day trip/short visit & staying with friends or 
family 

 3 On holiday in the area, staying away from home 

 4 Other (details): 

Q2) What is the main activity you are undertaking 
today? Do not prompt for activity, may need to ask whether their visit 

to the survey area is part of a visit to a wider area. Tick one only. 

Within 
site 

As part 
of longer 
route 

Main activity 

  1 Dog walking 

  2 Walking 

  3 Commercial dog walking 

  3 Jogging/Running 

  4 Cycling 

  5 Family outing 

  6 Short cut, Pls detail destination in other 
details: 

  7 Other: pls give details 

Details: 

Q3) How long have you been visiting this site? Tick one only, 

prompt if necessary. 

 1. First visit 

 2. Less than a year 

 3. 10 years and over 

 4. Between 1 and 9 years (enter number of years 
below) 

Enter number of years between 1 and 9 : 

 

SANG Visitor Survey 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Q9) What form of transport did you use to get here?  Tick one only. Do not prompt. 

 1 Car/Van  4 Bicycle 

 2 On Foot  5 Other (details): 
 

Q10) If visitor arrived by car, Where did you park?  Tick one only. Do not prompt. If 

visitor states on road, probe for road name, please mark on map where visitor parked. 

 1 Dedicated formal car park  3 On road (ask for name): 

 2 Layby  4 Other: 

 

Now I’d like to ask you about your route today. Looking at the area shown on this map, 
can you show me where you started your walk or visit today. And the finish point. And 
your route please ?  Probe to ensure route accurately documented. Use  P to indicate where 
visitor parked, E to indicate start point and X to mark exit and mark route with a line. Use 
solid line for actual route and dotted line for expected / remaining route. 

 Q11)  Survey unique ID. Please complete and enter exactly the same reference on the route 
map. Make sure each numerical value contains 2 digits and use 24 hour clock for (HH) 

Surveyor initial Month (MM) Day (DD) Hour (HH) Minute (MM) 

     

 

Q12) Is/was your route today reflective of your usual route when you visit here 
for {insert activity in Q2} . Tick one, do not prompt. 

 1  Yes, normal  3 Much shorter than normal 

 2. Much Longer than normal  4 Not sure/no typical visit 
 

Q13) What (if anything) influenced your choice of route here today?  Tick all that 
apply. Do not prompt.  Tick closest answers . Use free text box additional influences or/and 
detail. 

 1 Weather  5  Dog (actions/activities of dog) 

 2 Daylight  6  Marked trail 

 3 Time  7  Other (detail) 

 

Figure 1: Copy of the visitor survey questionnaire undertaken using ipads – the survey has been formatted to fit on a single piece of A4 paper  
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Q14) What made you decide to specifically come here today rather than visiting another 
local site? Tick ALL that apply, do not prompt. 

1  Close to home 13 Limited time / convenience 
 

2  Nearest place to home to let dog safely off lead 14 Infrastructure on site (pls give details) 
 

3  Nearest green space to home 15 Rural / wild feel 
 

4  Well maintained paths (wheelchair/buggy access) 16 Large open area 
 

5. Path surfacing / quality 17 No traffic noise 
 

6  Good for family visits 18 Habit / familiarity 
 

7  Good / easy parking 19 Scenery 

Q16) Why do you choose to visit the {first listed SPA site in Q15 if no SPA site given then ask details for first 

named site} in preference to this site Do not prompt. Tick ALL responses given by visitor  categories/extra detail. 
 

1  Close to home 13 Limited time / convenience 
 
2  Nearest place to home to let dog safely off lead 14 Infrastructure on site (pls give details) 
 
3  Nearest green space to home 15 Rural / wild feel 
 

4  Well maintained paths (wheelchair/buggy access) 16 Large open area 
 

5. Path surfacing / quality 17 No traffic noise 
 

6  Good for family visits 18 Habit / familiarity 
 
7  Good / easy parking 19 Scenery 

 
8  Easy foot access from housing / no need to bring 
car 

 

20  Longer routes available at this site 
 
8  Easy foot access from housing / no need to bring car 20 Longer routes available at this site 

 

9  Feel safe 21 Ability to let dog off lead 
 

10  Social side / meet friends 22 Wildlife and nature on site 
 

11 Choice of routes / circular walk 23 Variety of habitats 
 

12 En route to another location 24 Other (pls give details below) 
 

Other / Extra details 

9  Feel safe 21 Ability to let dog off lead 
 

10  Social side / meet friends 22 Wildlife and nature on site 
 
11 Choice of routes / circular walk 23 Variety of habitats 
 
12 En route to another location 24 Other (pls give details below) 

 
Other / Extra details 

 

 
Q15i) Aside from here, do you visit any other local sites for {insert activity in Q2)? IF YES:  Please could you 
name the three locations you visit most often? Please ask interviewee to spell place names as we need to 
identify the sites on a map May need to prompt for the name of a nearby town or village to help us identify the 
site. Refer to site names list and identify whether any sites fall within the SPA. Q15ii).Thank you. How often to 
do you visit (15-1) Enter response in frequency column and how do you usually travel there? {enter response} 

Q17) Do you have any suggestions as to how your visit to this site could be improved? 

When to you tend to make your visits? {enter response} and only if the named site is identified as part of the 
SPA ask, How long have you been making visits to this site? {enter response }. Repeat for locations 2 and 3. 

Q18) Would these 
improvements make you visit 

Q19a) What is your full home postcode? 
(this is the most important piece of information required from the survey, 

i) Name of Site (pls give as 
much detail as possible, 
nearby town or village, 
road name etc ) 

 
 
 
 
 

1. 

In SPA 
Y=yes, 
N=No, 
U=unsure 

Visit frequency 
(1=more than once a 
day, 2=Daily, 3=more 
than once a week, 4= 
2-3 times per month, 
5=Once a month, 
6=sporadically, 
6=Don’t know) 

14b) Travel 
mode 
(1=Car, 
2=Foot, 
3=Bike, 4= 
Other) 

When do you 
visit 
(1=Weekdays, 
2=Weekends, 
3=Equally 
over w/e & 
w/d), 
4=Other 

Only if SPA 
site, How 
long have you 
been visiting 
this site 
(enter 
number of 
years) 

this site more frequently? Tick 

one  only. 
 

1. Yes 
 

2. No 
 

3. Don’t know / unsure 
 

Comments: 

please make every effort to record correctly) 
If visitor unable/refuses to give postcode: 

Q19b) What is the name of the nearest village/town? (Please 

ensure correct spelling) 

Q19c) Approximately how many years have you lived there? 

 
Q19d) If visitor has lived in current address for less than 8 years , please 

ask. Where did you move from (name of town/village) and which 
country did it fall within? 

 
To complete once interview has finished.  Survey Location and code : 

 
2. Gender of respondent Number of dogs Number of people in group within 

each age category: 
Total group size Number of dogs seen off lead 
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Figure 2: The tally sheet used to record passing visitors at survey locations 


